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The Principles and Teachings of the Dialectical 
Theology. 


(Continued.) 


Enthusiasm in its gross form and Enthusiasm in its dialectical 
form is an evil thing. It is destructive of all assurance, of the 
certainty of salvation, and of the certitude of the doctrine. There 
can be assurance only where the objective character of redemption, 


the objective character of the means of grace, and the objective 
validity of the Bible-teaching is recognized. Where subjectivism rules, 
certainty departs. “Das ist ja eben die ganze Schwaeche der Theo- 
logie Barths, dass nach ihr ein bestimmter Inhalt der Schrift, der 
dem Menschen das Bekenntnis abnoetigen wuerde: ‘Hier redet Gott 
mit dem Menschen, nicht fixiert werden kann. ... Der Begriff 
‘Wort’ Gottes ist voellig aufgeloest und die Sache selbst einem ufer- 
losen Subjektivismus anheimgegeben.” (R.Jelke, Die Grunddogmen 
des Christentums, p.9.) In the first place, the “Word of God” of the 
dialecticalists cannot serve as authority for doctrine because the con- 
cept is too nebulous. Which of the various forms of the “Word” 
with which Brunner operates is the real source of doctrine? Which 
of Barth’s three forms? And, in the second place, when they have 
decided that a certain passage of Scripture has been vitalized by the 
Spirit and is valid for proof, how will they determine that the right 
decision has been made? They may tell me: This is a good proof- 
text, I am absolutely convinced of it. I will answer: Your personal 
conviction means nothing to me; I am ready to bow to God, — “it is 
written,” — but not to your experience; you may be mistaken. You 
cannot convince me, and what is more, your own conviction is based 
on a nebulous foundation. All the assurance that you have for 
the truth of your doctrine is your subjective experience. And you 
know that no reliance can be placed on that; for experiences change. 
16 
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The only thing that stands firm is the unchangeable word of 
Scripture.) 

And this “outward word” as it is written in Scripture and con- 
fronts us in the promise of the Gospel and the Sacraments is the only 


1) The uncertainty inherent in subjectivistic theology manifests itself 
in the inability of the dialecticalists to establish a fixed corpus doctrinae. 
The subjectivist never knows what doctrines must be added, subtracted, 
and revised under the rule of his theological principle. Subjectivism is 
uferlos. It will not be confined in fixed boundaries. As R. Jelke sees it, 
Barth’s theory on this point is: “Von der Antwort, die das Wort Gottes 
gibt, koennen wir niemals als von einer fertigen Groesse reden.... Es 
ist unmoeglich, dass das Wort ein fuer allemal geltende Erkenntnis bietet.” 
(Luthardt-Jelke, Komp. der Dogm., p.53.) That is true, says Brunner. 
“Nor does this book claim to be a ‘doctrine of Christ.’ In my opinion the 
time is not yet ripe for this.” (P.15.) And as to specific points: “Hait- 
jema accuses me ‘of beginning to operate with faith, revelation, the Word, 
as though they were impersonal entities,’ in the spirit of a mere spectator. 
I am fully sensible of the force of this accusation; for as soon as we use 
comparisons in speaking of the Christian religion, it is impossible to 
avoid ‘operating’ in a certain sense with ‘fixed’ conceptions. This danger 
can be avoided of course by renouncing this work of comparison alto- 
gether. ... I see clearly that this cannot be done if we wish to avoid 
the danger of gradually falling a prey to a kind of spiritual conservatism, 
which may lead to obscurantism. ... It is inevitable that we should 
employ certain fixed fundamental conceptions of Christianity. This does 
not mean that we regard the actual theological labor as already finished, 
but . .. from the second and third sections of this book, if not from the 
first part, it ought to become quite clear that I do not really regard 
those conceptions as ‘fixed.’” (P.24.) To get the matter clear, we might 
ask Brunner whether the doctrine of the Virgin Birth, for instance, is 
fixed. He tells us, No. You can affirm and you can deny the Virgin 
Birth. And A. Keller declares that that is the ideal situation. ‘The 
dialectical theology is “attacking not only modernistic theology, but also 
conservative theology, which interprets Christian truth as an objective 
statement, similar to, and of the same certainty as, a scientific fact. ... 
A heavy attack is being directed against the static certainty of those 
who deal with the divine promises as elements of a theological system 
and not as the free acts of a divine will.” “The dynamic character of 
God’s revelation . . . connotes a process of continual development.” “Karl 
Barth is strongly opposed to any canonized interpretation of the Bible 
which defines once for all the meaning of the Word of God and prevents 
the Holy Spirit from using the written Word as a manifestation of God’s 
will.” The Bible must not be “treated as a datum, a static entity, which 
can be classified by the human mind.” “God’s will or Christ’s will may 
appear different to different generations and different persons.” (Religion 
and Revolution, pp. 48. 62.66.70.) Barth pities the Lutheran Church for 
its insistence on the Confessio Augustana INvARIATA. He demands: 
“Keine Invariata und Invariabilis!’”? He is proud of the Reformed Church, 
which has no “symbolical books,” but only “confessions,” “several of which 
contain the express provision that the doctrinal statements might be 
changed on fuller information.” (Das Wort Gottes, etc., p.186.) He will 
consequently, says one of his associates, “censure no man as an ‘errorist, 
false teacher,’ for to do that one would first have to possess a ‘reine 
Lehre.” (Zwischen den Zeiten, 1928, p. 528.) — So, where does the 
dialectical theology stand? Not where it stood yesterday. And to-morrow 
it will have moved on to another position. Says the Churchman, as 
quoted in the Pastor’s Monthly, 1931, p.311: “Refutations of Barth- 
ianism are beside the mark; Barth is constantly writing refutations of 
himself and writing refutations of the refutations. So to do is an essen- 
tial part of his ‘dialectic’ method.” 
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basis of our assurance of salvation. There stands the objective word 
and promise, solid and firm, abiding and unchangeable. Whatever the 
devil may tell me to the contrary, whatever my subjective experience 
at the present moment may be, I know that Christ died for me be- 
cause God tells me so in His Word, in the Gospel, in the Sacraments. 
No, says the dialecticalist. I can know it only when “God speaks 
through Christ to me and thus speaks in me.” (P.527.) “When 
I know that it is God who is speaking to me in this event, — that 
God is really speaking to me,—I believe.” (P.524.) Assurance 
must thus be based not on the objective word as we find it in 
the Bible, but on the fact that God is speaking in my heart. But 
that does away with all assurance. It may be the devil who is speak- 
ing to you. And where will you be if you do not hear the voice of 
the Spirit in your heart? You cannot fall back on what God says 
in the Bible, in the Gospel. For that is a dead letter, useless unless 
it is vitalized. God does not speak to us, we heard Barth say, every- 
where in the Bible, but only wherever, whenever, and through what- 
ever words He will. Accordingly the Christian cannot take the 
promise at its face value, but must wait till a subjective experience 
makes the promise real. The point at issue is not whether the Chris- 
tian knows that God is speaking to him, whether faith must be 
defined as the assurance that God is speaking to me. We are agreed 
on that, and we are agreed that the promise does not avail anything 
to him who does not believe. But this is the question: Am I certain 
that Christ died for me because the words written in Scripture assure 
me of it, or am I certain because the Holy Spirit assures me of it? 
The dialecticalist answers: Not because the words, of themselves, 
say so, but because God’s Spirit has made them God’s Word to me. 
The Lutheran answers: The two factors go together; they belong 
together; they are in reality one; I am certain because the Holy 
Spirit assures me through these words; these words are spirit and 
life. We get our assurance from the objective words, not from a sub- 
jective experience. 

Brunner indeed takes exception to the charge of subjectivism. 
He knows that it is an evil thing. He insists that his theology 
stands for objectivity. He speaks of this matter on pages 516—529 
and presents it thus: “That God speaks through Christ to me and 
that He thus speaks in me is an absolutely present and thus an ab- 
solutely subjective experience. It is the speech of the Holy Spirit. 
But the fact that it is Christ in whom and through whom God thus 
speaks to me is the most objective fact possible” (p. 527).2) An “ob- 


jective fact” of this nature does not help us here. Surely it is a fact 


2) It happens that the liberal C. H. Dodd uses similar language. 
“The ultimate ‘fact’ is the unity of experience in which ‘subjective’ and 
‘objective’ are one.” (The Authority of the Bible, p. 297.) 
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that the Christian believes, and he is absolutely sure of his case. 
But that is not the objectivity with which we are here concerned. 
What we need as the basis for the assurance of our faith is the 
objective certainty of God’s Word and promise. We need to have 
words whose certainty does not depend on the hearer’s attitude. 
Unless God’s promises and the words of Scripture are of such nature, 
no subjective assurance will ensue. — The dialectical theology does 
not serve the need of the Christian. It is, as Prof. Th. Laetsch says, 
“not Scriptural, not Lutheran theology; it is rather the theology of 
subjectivism, which refuses to submit to Scripture as the sole and 
sufficient authority on all matters theological. Such theology cannot 
establish the heart nor engender that faith which overcomes the 
world.” (Conc. THEou. MTHiy., 1935, p. 716.) “Damit kommen wir 
zu der Schwaermeret Karl Barths.... Er findet letzten Endes die 
Begegnung mit der Wirklichkeit, ‘Gott, ausser dem Wort, das in 
Schriften steht.... Er kaempft so scharf mit Worten gegen den 
Subjektivismus, liefert aber selbst die Kirche demselben aus, indem 
er sich nicht auf das Wort der Apostel und Propheten gruendet, son- 
dern auf den wahnwitzigen menschlichen Versuch, in dem Wort der 
Apostel und Propheten das eigentliche Wort aufzuspueren.” (Schrift 
u. Bekenntnis, 1930, S. 88.) 3) 

Brunner bases his theology on the “Word of God,’ — but not 
exclusively. He relies to a great extent on an additional principium 
cognoscendi— and that is philosophy, his dialectical philosophy. 
Metaphysical and psychological, etc., investigations, disquisitions, and 
argumentations bulk large in our book. It is half theological and 
half philosophical. Indeed, it is more than half philosophical argu- 
mentation. The proof from Scripture comes in only rather in- 
cidentally. Metaphysics claims the greater part of Brunner’s energy. 
And so the book makes very hard reading. Much of it, in the first 
place, is hard to understand. The reader must first acquire a new 


3) Dr. H.W. Tribble of the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary 
has written an “introductory interpretation of the dialectical theology” 
which “is sympathetic in general, but not critical.” Our interpretation 
is not written in a sympathetic spirit. However, Dr. Tribble and we are 
agreed on the essential point. He writes: “This throws some light on 
Barth’s view of revelation. It is not mediated through nature or discovered 
by man’s reason. It is the Word of God that comes to man entirely 
apart from, and independently of, human and temporal conditions. It is 
altogether supernatural. Man can receive it because God gives him the 
grace to receive it, not because he has the inherent capacity to grasp it. 
And that Word of God is always a spoken Word, spoken directly to man. 
It is never contained in anything that man can hold in his hand or read. 
with his physical eyes. The Bible as a printed book is not this living, 
spoken Word; it does not contain the Word of God, but witnesses to it.” 
(Italics our own.) “When the Bible is read in true faith, the Spirit of 
God speaks through it to the believing person.” (The Review and Ex- 
positor, 1936, p. 38.) 
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and sometimes strange vocabulary 4) and then finds it ordinarily 
rather difficult to follow the lines of abstruse thinking and finely 
spun argumentation set before him. And in the second place, after 
he has, after a manner, understood it, he is asking himself, Cuz bono? 
Brunner has perhaps proved a point philosophically, but that does 
not prove it theologically. And so the reader pursues his way through 
the dreary waste rather unwillingly. It makes hard reading. There 
is room certainly for philosophy in a theological book. It is permis- 
sible to meet the false arguments drawn from reason and science also 
by showing that there is something wrong about those arguments 
logically and scientifically. But we must not give this method much 
space. Cut bono? It does not, as a rule, convince the opponent. 
Here the philosophers have been arguing with one another for cen- 
turies, both sides offering unanswerable arguments, and there are as 
many systems to-day as there ever have been, and more.5) And it 
does not help the believer. Metaphysical methods and systems may 
(or may not) satisfy reason, but it takes the word of Scripture to 
engender and nourish faith. “The defenders of Christianity are not 
concerned with speculation at all; they are not thinking about 
satisfying the metaphysical sense of scientific need; their whole 
concern is with the Word of God.” That is the correct principle, as 
set down by Brunner himself on page 232. But he forgets that rule 
time and again. He resents such a charge indeed and says: “It seems 
likely that to the very end of time the reproach will be hurled at us 
again and again that we are here simply spinning metaphysical or 
speculative theories.” (P.284.) We certainly do charge him with 
that. In this respect he is no better than the other modern theologians. 
These men act on the theory that, while it is sufficient for the simple 
Christian to believe, it is the business of theology to demonstrate the 
truth of faith with scientific processes. A few examples will illustrate 
Brunner’s way of applying this false principium cognoscendi.) 

The article of the Trinity is thus demonstrated: “God manifests 
Himself to us in revelation [in the Revealer, Christ] as the One who 
communicates Himself as Love. That He is the One who com- 
municates Himself we cannot conceive otherwise than through the 
thought that in Himself — and not only in relation to the world — 
He is loving, self-giving. It is this truth which is expressed in the 


4) “Die sogenannte ‘dialektische Theologie’ vollends —ihr Verdienst 
steht nicht in Frage — erscheint als ein ‘Dialekt,’ der sich nicht eindeutschen 
laesst.” (W. Vollrath, Vom Rittertum der Theologie, p.45.) Vollrath is 
referring not only to the terminology, but also to the philosophical thought- 
forms of the dialectical theology. 

5) The philosopher “is constantly writing refutations of himself and 
then writing refutations of the refutations.” 

6) We are willing to substitute the term principium demonstrandi. 
It amounts to the same thing. 
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Christian doctrine of the Trinity.... The Triune God alone gives 
Himself within Himself.” (P. 280f.) This argument (put forth 
already in earlier times) — Since God is Love, there must be in God 
one who loves and one who is loved — cannot convince reason; and 
even if it did, it would not strengthen faith. Again: “Only the God 
in Three Persons is truly personal.” (P.282.) You will never be 
able to convince a man that according to the laws of psychology, if 
God be a personal Being, there must be more than one person; let 
alone that there must be three persons. — This matter of personality 
plays an important part in Brunner’s book. He makes the Scrip- 
tural statement: “Christ has indeed assumed human nature, but 
not a human person.” (P.319.) But instead of emphasizing the 
mystery here encountered, he supplies a lot of psychological infor- 
mation, which of course cannot explain the mystery, but leaves us 
floundering and gasping: Cuz bono? “The Nous is the rational 
nature, the means of communciation which arises out of the his- 
torical connection and unites with history, that whereby the Person 
makes Himself visible and clear from the human and historical point 
of view. The Nous is the historical manifestation of the mystery of 
the Person.... This mystery of personality lies behind all historical 
and psychological perception. It lies even behind all self-percep- 
tion, ete., ete.” (P. 318.) This much we know, that, if we would 
understand Brunner, we must get his definition of person. Here it is: 
“A person, in the full sense of the word, is not an entity which exists in 
its own right; one becomes a person through the call of God, ‘heard’ 
in the decision of faith.” “Our personality remains an object of 
faith, not an historical form. For as persons we cannot be known, 
only believed. Our being, as persons, is determined by our attitude 
towards God.” (Pp. 270.319.) This much we know now, that all 
these psychological investigations and pronouncements have not shed 
any light on the mystery of the anhypostasia. We accept Brunner’s 
statement: “Christ has indeed assumed human nature, but not 
a human person”; but after reading his explanation, we do not know 
what to make of it.) 


7) Besides, his philosophical cogitations have enmeshed him in an 
absurdity, as P. Althaus points out. Althaus has written a review of 
Brunner’s Mediator (Theologische Aufsaetze, II, p. 169 ff.), and he sides 
with Brunner, in general. “On the whole, I can gladly assent to Brunner’s 
Christology and his whole teaching on the question of revelation.” (P. 171.) 
But he takes issue with Brunner’s treatment of the enhypostasia (anhy- 
postasia), establishing, first, that Brunner does not use this term in the 
sense of the old dogmaticians. Brunner distinguishes between “personality” 
and “person.” He says that Christ is in the full sense of the word 
a historical personality, — for that belongs to the wholeness of the human 
nature, — but that Christ did not assume a human person in the sense 
of the personal mystery of man, for that is sin. “Instead of the human 
mystery of personality, sin, Christ possesses the divine mystery of per- 
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Next you will have to study the meaning of the word history. 
The use of this term by the dialecticalists is most confusing to the 
outsider. “Easter, the resurrection of the Lord, is not an ‘historical 
event? which can be reported.” “It is superhistory, eschatological 
history; hence it is no longer historical at all.” (Pp. 575.583.) But: 
“The Resurrection was an actual event. Without the reality of the 
Resurrection,” ete. (P. 482.) “By revelation we mean that historical 
event which is at the same time the end of history.” 8) (P. 27.) 

Offensive use of the term mythological: “The Christian knows 
that all his statements about the faith are mythological, that is, quite 
definitely they are inadequate.” (P.377.) “The time-myth, the his- 
torical event as an act of God, inadequately describes the action of 
the personal God and His movement towards man.” (P.392.) “The 
Christian ‘myth’ is that form of thought in which time is taken 
seriously; hence it is the only type of thought in which God is re- 
garded as truly personal, that in which the Word, as the Word of 
God and as the real Personal Word, is the decisive factor. Thus is 
the Myth of the Word.” (P. 386.) 

What becomes of the simple word soon when dialectically treated ? 
“Once we have recognized that in eschatological thought Time is an 
intensive quality,—and thus how far removed from the idea of 
mathematical Time, which has to do with watches and calendars, — 
it will be no longer possible to say that Jesus and His apostles were 
‘deceived’ in their expectation of the Parousia. The ‘soon’ of the 
Eschatological Hope cannot be expressed in the terms used to describe 
mathematical astronomical conceptions. If we confuse this neutral 


sonality: divine authority.” (P.320.—The present writer calls atten- 
tion to these philosophical subtleties without attempting to explain them.) 
Then Althaus shows that Brunner’s theory is not tenable; it involves an 
absurdity. Commenting on Brunner’s statement on page 498: “To be 
a human being means to be a sinner. To predicate sinlessness of any 
human being, when one knows what sin really is, means that this man 
must be more than human. Only the God-man can be the Sinless One,” 
Althaus writes: “We, too, say that only the God-man is without sin. But 
to say that for that reason He has no human person comes close to 
Manichaeism and contradicts the important statement made on page 497: 
‘Christ is “the whole man,” the “second Adam,” in whom the nature of 
man is restored to harmony with the divine creation.’ If this statement 
is true, — and it is true according to the New Testament, — then the anhy- 
postasia either must fall, or it must apply to all children of God, regen- 
erated to the image of Christ; apply not only to the God-man, but also 
to the ‘man of God.’ Is Brunner ready to abide by this necessary in- 
ference?” (P.180.) Althaus, on his part, denies the anhypostasia. “It is 
an untenable dogma.” (L.c.) 

8) We have not the time to study this term in its full dialecticalist 
sense. And why should we take the time? — Vollrath characterizes the 
dialecticalists’ attitude towards history as “dialektische Schwaermerei.” 
(Vom Rittertum der Theologie, p. 10.) 
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material idea of Time with that existential decisive idea of Time, 
then certainly there is nothing left but to admit that the prediction 
was not fulfilled, and therefore that it was erroneous. But at the 
Judgment the ‘error’ of the apostles will hold its own against the 
‘truth’ of their critics. Seriousness and ‘soon’ are indissolubly con- 
nected. The ‘soon’ is an intensive quality, that is, it increases with 
the increasing seriousness of God. The chronological ‘soon’ and the 
truly historical ‘soon’ cannot be compared. Where God is truly 
known, there at the same time the speedy coming of His kingdom is 
recognized. In the literal sense the critics are indeed right: Jesus 
and the apostles did identify this ‘soon’ with a point in the time 
series; and this definition of a special time has proved to be in- 
correct.” (P. 421.) 


“The Christian religion does not say: ‘You can, therefore you 
ought,’ but rather: ‘You ought, therefore you cannot. For if you 
could, you would know nothing of duty; God’s will would be to you 
no alien law, but fatherly mercy.’” (P.148.) Brunner may be ex- 
pressing a truth here; but why these mental gymnastics? — We 
wonder whether all philosophers will admit the truth of the following: 
“A philosophical system and the admission of the presence of evil 
in the world are mutually exclusive. For every system in which 
evil would be acknowledged would automatically transform evil into 
a concept, which would be to deny it, because it would mean turning 
something which is antirational into something which is less rational.” 
(P. 123.) — What do you make of this: “Christ Himself possesses the 
authority which is ascribed to God alone. He Himself stands on the 
other side of the frontier, beyond which only God Himself can stand. 
Here, too, the one thing that matters is to pay attention to this 
‘place.’ For the place is decisive in the question of authority.” Now: 
“Tn all that belongs merely to the realm of ideas there is no question 
of a place or of what happens, because here no secret is disclosed. ... 
Therefore here there is no authority.” (P.247.)—Try this from 
K. Barth: “He comes év dtéoum [in a moment], says Paul, in an 
indivisible, non-temporal, eternal moment and Now [Nu und Jetzt]. 
Is it yesterday, to-morrow, to-day? Is it always? Is it never? In 
each case we may answer yes and no.” (Das Wort Gottes u. d. Theol., 
p.95.) Or this: “Rom.2,2: ‘Wherein thou judgest another thou 
condemnest thyself.’ By taking a definite position [indem du dich 
auf einen Standpunkt stellst], you are putting yourself in the wrong. 
By saying ‘T’ or ‘we’ or ‘that’s it’, you change the glory of the uncor- 
ruptible into the image of the corruptible (1,23). Undertaking to 
give honor to the unknown God, deeming that undertaking possible, 
you again cover up and hide the truth.” (Der Roemerbrief.) 


Barren wastes! Says the Lutheran Herald, referring to the 
dialectical theology: “We would say, beware of a religious teacher 
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who tries to force the Christian religion into a new or old philosophy. 
All you get out of it is ‘confusion worse confounded.’ ” 

The particular form of philosophy in which the dialectical 
theology specializes is Dialecticalism. What is that? Brunner defines 
it thus: “The dialectic, the affirmative in the negative and the negative 
in the affirmative.” (P. 532.) “Darkness — light, death — life, perdi- 
tion — salvation, judgment — grace, guilt— forgiveness, sin — re- 
demption. This discontinuity, these pairs of antitheses, are not, as 
you may hear it said of late, a peculiar fad of dialectical theology... .” 
(The Word and the World, p.48.) Barth’s definition: “There is never 
so decisive a yes that it does not harbor the possibility of a no. There 
is never so decisive a no that it is not liable to turn into a yes.” 
(Das Wort Gottes und die Theologie, p. 75.) Hans Asmussen: 
“Jedes Ja ist zugleich ein Nein.” (Cp. Schrift und Bekenntnis, 1928, 
p. 140.) The discovery of the alleged law that every affirmation 
(every truth) is necessarily linked up with a negation (a valid nega- 
tion) of this very affirmation and the application of this law to 
theology constitutes the raison d’étre of the dialectical theology. 

We grant the metaphysicians the right to discuss the law of the 
dialectic. If we had time to join in the discussion, we should 
probably deny its validity. We deny the statement in its generality 
that every yes harbors a possible no. There is the affirmation of sin. 
The dialecticalist says that calls for the counter-truth of grace. 
It does not. The Bible indeed tells us that where sin abounded, grace 
did much more abound. But that is so because of the grace of God, 
not by force of the law of the dialectic.) We are able to meet the 
fact of sin with the great counter-fact of grace — on the basis of the 
Gospel-teaching. If the thoroughgoing dialecticalists imagine that 
they can find a universal law (“allgemeines Weltgesetz’) covering 
this situation and want to discuss it philosophically, let them do it 
to their hearts’ content. But the trouble is that they want to make 
a theological use of these researches. And we are not willing to permit 
them to demonstrate theological truths with their philosophical 
maxims. That is just what they are doing. They do say that their 
sole authority is the Word of God; but if we ask them why they are 
then filling their books with the metaphysical discussion of the law 


9) “Es ist wahr, in mannigfachen paradoxen Saetzen hat es Luther 
ausgesprochen, dass Gott durch Toeten lebendig macht. Fides vitae in 
morte exercetur. (De Servo Arbitrio. W. A., 18, 633.) Doch warum ist in 
der Suende die Gnade? Writ CHRISTUS SICH ZU IHR GESELLT! Warum 
kann der Glaube im Sterben geuebt werden? Weil er sich an Christus 
klammert. Jene Paradowien sind fuer Luther nichts ohne die grundlegende 
Ueberzeugung, die sein ganzes Leben erfuellt. Seine tiefste Erkenntnis 
betrifft KEIN ALLGEMEINES WELTGESETZ; sie haengt an einem ganz be- 
stimmten, geschichtlich wirksam gewordenen Nein, dem NEIN AUS HEILIGER 
GNADE, also an einem geschichtlichen Faktum.” (G.Wehrung, Geschichte 
und Glaube, p. 454 f.) 
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of the dialectic, they will have to answer that they do it for the 
purpose of establishing or at least strengthening their theology. 
They do not indeed set out to reconcile the contradictions. They are 
not disciples of Hegel. But they do declare that this particular kind 
of philosophical wisdom is necessary in order to apprehend the truth. 
“Tt is only by means of the contradiction that we can apprehend the 
contradictory truth that the eternal God enters time,” ete. (The 
Word and the World, p.6.) Professor Weber of Bonn declares that 
the dialectical theology has made this valuable contribution to 
theology: “Sie lehrt aus der Dialektik der menschlichen Existenz 
heraus das paradoxe Gotteswort ergreifen.” (Pastoralblaetter, 1935, 
p. 594.) We insist that the theologian has no business to buttress 
his theology with philosophy. Even G. Wobbermin protests against 
the dialectic method. He makes the objection, says the Theological 
Forum (1931, p. 258), “that the dialectic method belongs to philosophy 
and is an intruder in the field of theology. This method, which 
opposes each truth with a counter-truth, which contrasts to complete, 
which destroys to reenforce, would not be admitted by ancient 
theology and is considered a Fremdkoerper, an alien element, 
scholastical, philosophical, in theology. (Cp. G. Wobbermin, Richt- 
linien, ete., p.17.)” Here is certainly a great paradox: God justifies 
the sinner; God’s love — God’s wrath; sin — grace. Why does Chris- 
tian theology teach that? Simply and solely because Scripture reveals 
this truth — in no way because it happens to agree with the law of 
the dialectic. It is destructive of Christian assurance if the theo- 
logian is led to have recourse in any way or degree to philosophical 
considerations in the presentation of the truths of the Bible. A sample 
to show how Brunner applies his law: “The Christian faith points 
beyond itself to the end, to the resurrection of the body, because in 
itself it is inconsistent.” (P.532.) Add to this the fact that the 
dialecticalists, in applying their theory, are frequently led into error. 
Illustrating his statement that “there is never so decisive a yes that 
it does not harbor the possibility of a no,” Barth declares: “Kein 
Erwaehltsein, aus dem nicht Verworfensein, kein Verworfensein, aus 
dem nicht Erwaehltsein werden koennte.” Another point: an or- 
dinary Christian and an ordinary theologian cannot follow the 
dialectic thinking. It goes beyond all bounds. You are dizzy long 
before you reach the top. Take this from Barth’s Roemerbrief, on 
chap. 3, 2: “The impossible, God, stands within the limits of the 
possible, not indeed as a possibility among others, but, as becomes 
apparent in the case of the just, as the impossible possibility.” Even 
Erich Schaeder, himself not a novice in this field, grows impatient 
and speaks of Barth’s “continual talk about a possibility that is im- 
possibility and an impossibility that is possibility. You enter a magic 
forest of dialectic turns and denying yeas (verneinende Bejahungen).” 
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(Theoz. Theol., p.216.)!) The dialectic, as a principium demon- 
strandi, is of no help to the theologian. 

There is a Scriptural dialectic: Sin and grace! Grace for the 
sinner! Law and Gospel! God’s wrath against the sinner — God’s 
grace for this very sinner! That is the supreme art of the Chris- 
tian — knowing what to make of these antitheses. If Brunner had 
only confined himself to this dialectic! He treats of it indeed, for 
instance, on page 519. Quoting Luther, he says: “God, ‘outside 
Christ,’ is really angry, but ‘in Christ’ is ‘pure love.’” Biblical 
dialectic trains the Christian to distinguish between the Law and 
the Gospel. Luther knew how to enforce it. “Theoretically this dis- 
tinction is easily made, but at the point of death and in perils we 
find that we are but poor dialecticians. A good dialectician distin- 
guishes between the Law and the Gospel and indeed admits that he 
has not kept the Law, but insists: From this premise the conclusion 
does not follow that I should despair and be lost. For the Gospel 
commands me to believe in Christ and stand on the works and right- 
eousness of Christ.” (4, p. 2078.) If Brunner and the rest would 
only spend their time in inculeating this dialectic! They need not 


10) “Freilich, was heisst denn das: dialektisch, Dialektik? Obwohl, 
vielleicht weil bedeutsamer Ausdruck des Suchens unserer Zeit, entbehrt 
dieser Begriff einer einheitlichen Handhabung. Was Hegel einmal (Enzy- 
klopaedie, § 81) beklagt, scheint fuer die Gegenwart gesprochen: ‘Oft ist 
die Dialektik auch weiter nichts als ein subjektives Schaukelsystem von 
hin- und heruebergehendem Raesonnement, wo der Gehalt fehlt und die 
Bloesse durch solchen Scharfsinn bedeckt wird, der solches Raesonnement 
erzeugt.” And speaking specifically of the dialectical theology of Barth 
and Brunner: “Hs kommt endlich hinzu ein scholastisch-dialektischer Zug, 
dessen erstes Anliegen es ist, .. . in der Christologie das ueberkommene 
Problem des Zusammenbestehens von Gottheit und Menschheit kunstvoll 
weitercufuehren oder etwa in der Gotteslehre die wohldurchdachten Be- 
stimmungen der alten Kirche ueber das Verhaeltnis der drei Personen zur 
FRinheit des Wesens, wenn es sein muss, mit den Denkmitteln des heiligen 
Thomas gegen cine widerspenstige Welt zu verteidigen. Das Dialektische 
mithin Hilfsmittel zu einem neuen Dogmatismus!” (G. Wehrung, op. cit., 
pp. 449. 465.) — We might submit at this stage of our discussion a new 
definition of “dialectic.” It is given by Ludwig Schlaich, as published in 
Zwischen den Zeiten, 1928, p.502: “In unserem Predigtgottesdienst findet 
ein Dialog zwischen Gemeinde und Wort Gottes statt, sofern das Wort 
Gottes Antwort gibt auf die Frage der Gemeinde. Anmerkungsweise darf 
hier betont werden, dass die dialektische Theologie von diesem Dialog her 
den Namen hat. Der Begriff Dialektik ist also hier nicht im Hegelschen 
Sinn gefasst, sondern im Sinn der platonischen Dialoge. Er hat auch mit 
dem Begriff des Paradoxen zunaechst gar nichts zu tun in dem Sinne, als 
ob eine dialektische Behauptung als dialektische jeweils den logischen Satz 
vom Widerspruch aufheben muesste, also immer die Form ‘a=non @’ tragen 
muesste. Dialektische Theologie heisst urspruenglich nichts anderes als 
THEOLOGIE DES DraLoes, dialogische Theologie, ausgehend von dem Dialog 
des nun genugsam beschriebenen protestantischen Gottesdienstes.” We are 
not particularly interested in the question as to which definition of the 
term dialectic is authoritative. But it is most interesting to hear from 
a dialecticalist that, as the term is commonly understood by the dialec- 
ticalists, it means that the law of the dialectic removes the difficulty which 
the logical contradictions in the Bible present. 
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bother about forming it “dialectically.” The Christian is not asking 
them to do so. He is not asking them to do so in any doctrine. 
But the dialecticalists are bound to reduce all doctrines to the terms 
of the dialectic, and instead of assurance in theology we get un- 
certainty and confusion. 

We have no use for a theology which bases its teachings on 
a nebulous “Word of God” and buttresses them with precarious 
pronouncements of philosophy. Tu. ENGELDER. 

(To be continued.) 
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Der Pietismns. 
(Fortfekung.) 


Sn der Vorrede gu feinen Pia Desideria jagt Spener: ,,Das 
lend [in der Kirche], tweldhes wir beflagen, lieget vor Augen, und 
ijt niemand bverboten, jeine Tranen iiber dadsfelbe nicht nur im Geheim 
gu bergieRen, jondern fie auch) an den Orten fallen Zu laffen, two fie 
andere fehen und fo zum Mitleiden als Mitraten betwogen werden 
mogen.” Und den erjten Teil der Schrift, in dem er den berderbten 
Buftand der Kirche fchildert, beginnt er fo: ,,Wenn wir mit driftlicen 


und nur etivas erleuchteten Wugen — nach unfers Erldfers Ermahnung, 
Die Beichen der Beit und deren Befdhaffenheit zu beurteilen — den 
jebigen Buftand der gefamten Chrijtenheit anjehen, fo michten wir 
billig mit Seremias (9,1) in die flagenden Worte ausbrechen: Ach, 
Dak wir Wafjers genug batten in unjern Hauptern und unfere Augen 
Tranenquellen waren, dak wir Tag und Nacht beweinen moidhten den 
Yammer unjers Volfes!*“ Er befchreibt dann erjtlic, wie traurig ¢3 
im ,tweltlicjen” Webhrjtand und im ,,geijtliden” Lchritand ausficht; 
Davon haben wir in fritheren Urtifeln gehandelt. 

7/Da e3 nun in den Standen alfo gehet, welche am meijten follten 
regieren und gur Gotticligfcit fiihren, fo mag nun [eicht erraten tverden, 
twie c3 in Dem Dritten Stande [Laien] gehet.” Trunffucht wird faum 
mehr fiir eine fdivere Siinde gehalten; RechtSprozeffe find allgemeine 
Getwohnheit gewworden und ein Werfzeug der Rachgier, Unbilligfeit und 
ungiemlicer Begierden; Gelbftjucht ijt die Triebfeder in Handel und 
Wandel; Wobltatigkeit ijt eine vergejfene Tugend. Wor allem aber 
hat jich cine falfde Sicherheit in der RKirde eingebiirgert. ,,Wie viel 
find derjenigen, welche ein fo offenbar undhrijtlides Leben fiihren, das 
fie felbjt nicht in Whrede fein fonnen, e3 gehe in allen GStiicen von 
der Regel ab; obne Vorjab, auch fiinftig anders gu leben, bilden fic 
fich gleichiwoh! mit fefter Zuberfidt ein, dak fie felig werden wollen. 
Fragt man, tworauf fich died griinde, fo wird e3 fich finden, wie fie auch 
felbjt befennen, daf fie fich Darauf verlaffen, weil wir ja nicht diirften 
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aus unjerm eben felig werden, fo glaubten fie ja an 
Chriftum und febten all ihr Vertrauen auf denfelbigen; daber 
finne e3 nicht feblen, fie wiirden getwig aus foldem Glauben felig; 
halten deSwegen die fleijdhlide Cinbildung eines Glaubens — da ja der 
gittlide Glaube nicht ohne den Heiligen Geijt, diejfer aber bet bor- 
jablicjien und herrjdenden Siinden nidt fein fann — fiir Den Glau- 
ben, der da felig mache, twelches ein fo fchredlider Betrug des Teufels 
ijt, als irgendein Yrrtum getwefen oder fein mag, einem folden Hirn- 
gefpinit eines fidern Menfdjen die Seligfeit gugufdreiben.” €3 zeigt 
jich itberall ein totes Getvohnheitsdhrijtentum; ,,twir fonnen nicht leug- 
nen, DdaB Dderjenigen nicht wenige find, Die da meinen, ifr ganges 
Chrijtentum bejtehe darin, als Hatten fie des Gottesdienjtes iiber genug 
getan: twenn fie getauft waren, das gittlide Wort in Predigten hirten, 
beidjteten, die Whfolution empfingen und gu dem hHeiligen AWbhendmahl 
gingen. Ob ihr HSerg aber bei foldhem Dienjt fei, ob die Friichte nad- 
folgten, fragen fie nicht und finden darin fdon ihre Verubigung, dah 
die Obrigfeit nichts Strafbares an ihnen findet.“ 

Wo eS jo in der Kirche jteht, da fehlt e3 vornehmlich an einem 
Stick: an der rechten, ernjten Kirchengucht. Darin lag die Wurgel des 
libel3, in der Art und Weife, wie die Kirchengucht geitbt (bgw. nicht 
qciibt) wurde. Die Wusitbung der Kirdhengucht lag eben auch in der 
Hand dex Obrigkeit. Dem Reformationszeitalter mar e3 gewif flar, 
wie e3 hatte fein jollen; dad geht aus dem friiher (VI, 819) ange- 
fiihrten Wort Melanchthons hervor; auch die ,,Wittenbergifdhe Refor- 
mation” (ebenda, S. 820) betont noch das Gericht der Kirche, obgleid 
Da fchon die Obrigfeit hineingegogen wird. Cine Beitlang fcheint man 
Dariiber berhandelt gu haben, ob die Prediger allein erfommunigzieren 
jollten oder ob die Rirchengucht einem befonder3 dagu ernannten Kirper 
anheimgegeben twerden follte. Wnfangs de3 17. Jahrhunderts war e3 
wohl Regel, dak der Pajtor dem Siinder das Whendmahl veriveigerte; 
wenn derfelbe unbupfertig blieb oder offentlices Urgernis gab, wurde 
der Fall an das Konijijtorium beridtet. Die Mecdlenburger Kirden- 
ordnung von 1570 erlautert da3 Wort Chrijti , Sage e3 der Gemeinde” 
(Matth. 18,17) fo: ,Sage e3 dem Konfjijtorium.” Der nachfte Schritt 
war Dann, wie gubor ausgefiihrt, dDaB die Konfiftorien eine Wbteilung 
der StaatSobrigfeit wurden. ,,Da3 geijtliche Element tritt guriid. Gie 
werden gu rein ftaatliden Behirden, weldhe die Kirche nach ftaatlidjen 
Ritckfidhten und juriftifhen Grundfaben regieren. Wo man eigene Ron- 
jijtorien, abgefondert von den iibrigen ftaatliden Behdrden, hatte, tar 
ein Qurift regelmagig der Leiter. Yn Feineren Gebieten verband man 
Die Konfijtorien mit irgendeiner Staatsbehirde, fogar einmal mit einem 
gorjtamte.“ 1) Wm Ende waren es die Fiirjten, die die Kirde regierten 
und auch die Zucht in der Kirche regelten. 


1) Ubhlhorn, Gefdhidte dev deutfd-lutherifden Kirche, I, 160. 
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Darin jpiegelte fic) ja nur der Geijt der Beit. Die Neigung der 
Fiirjten ging dabin, alle Gewalt an fic gu reifen. Der frangofifde 
Rinig Ludwig XIV. (1643—1715) war Vorbild; jeder Hof in Europa 
affte Den De3 Grand Monarque in fari3. Und wie Ludwig fdlieplid 
aud) die Kirche gang und gar unter feine Rontrolle brachte (die ,,BVier 
Artifel der gallifanijcdhen Freiheiten”, 1682), fo firhlte fich jedes Fiirjt- 
chen und jeder, der ein paar Acer Land beherrjdhte, bewogen, nach dem- 
felben Biel gu ftreben. olitif fchlich fich auch in diefen Teil des 
firchlicen Leben3. Paftoren, die e3 mit der Kirchengucht ernjt nahmen, 
twurden Darin nicht unterjtiibt; die dritte Stufe der Kirdhengucht wurde 
nidt angewandt, auch wenn der Betreffende offenbar und bebharrlid 
unbupfertig twar, daraus gar fein HSehl machte und jahrelang bom 
Saframent ausgefdlofien war. Gehdrten die Schuldigen gu den hoheren 
Standen, fo nahmen die Fiirjten fie in Schub, geftatteten Losfaufung 
durch Geldbuge und betwogen, rejp. gwangen die Pajtoren, fie wieder 
gum Abendmahl guzgulajjen. Bn Wiirttemberg 3.B. wurde Valentin 
Andrea bom Herzog daran gebhindert, einen jungen WAdligen wegen 
Ungudt in Strafe zu nehmen, fo dak er protejtierte: , Will man die 
Tauben verurteilen, die Raben aber fliegen Lajfen?” 2) 

Der Liefftand twurde erreicht in der Beit des Weftfalifcjen 
Sriedens. Daran twar fduld an erjter Stelle die jittliche Verivilderung, 
Die infolge des Dreikigjabrigen RKrieges eingerifjen war. C83 ijt ndtig, 
dak twir uns die Bujtande in Deutfdland nach dem Kriege etwas verz 
gegenivartigen. GSchmid, der geneigt ijt, Die Wirfungen des Krieges gu 
unterfchaben, fagt dod: ,,Derfelbe hat den gangen RMulturgujtand 
Deutfdhlands um ein Sahrhundert zuriicgeworfen. Armut und Gitten- 
berivilderung erreichten aber einen friither nie gefehenen Grad.” 3) 

Die materielle Veriwiiftung, der wirt{chaftlihe Schade, den Land 
und Bolf durch den Krieg erlitt, war unberechenbar. Krieg veriviiftet 
immer, felbjt tenn man nicht gerade darauf ausgeht gu veriviijten: 
fo viele Manner, die auf fo lange Beit dem niibliden Leben entzogen 
werden und fich dem unproduftiven Gefchaft des RKrieges widmen; 
fo mancheS Heim, das durch den Krieg Zerjtdrt wird, fo manches Heim, 
das twegen de3 Krieges nicht gegriindet werden fann; fo viele Leben 
dpurdh Kampf und RKranfheit zerjtort. Wber von allen Kriegen waren 
Die ReligionStriege die fdlimmiten, was allgemeine Veriwiiftung anz 
fangte. Das gilt bom Dreigigiabrigen Krieg. Wile Heere jener Beit, 
Dasjenige Guftab Adolf$ ausgenommen, lebten bon Raub und Pliin- 
dDerung. Cin ganges Menfchenalter lang pfliigten die Horden Tillys 
und Wallenfteins das mittlere und nodrdliche Deutfdland von einem 
Ende zum andern, und nach dem Tode Guftab Wdolfs twaren die 
Schiweden nicht bejfer; e3 gab gar bald twebder protejtantijde noc 
fatholifce Wrmee mehr; beide Heere bejtanden aus gufammengelauz 


2) Tholud, Das tircdhlice Leben de$ 17. Jahrhunderts, I, 199. 
3) Gefchicte des Pietismus, S. 21. 
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fenen Gildnern, ohne Volfsgefiihl, ohne Religion, ohne Mtitletd oder 
Reue. Wer fein Hab und Gut verlor, twurde Soldat, um andere ju 
berauben. Wie follten junge Madden ihren Lebensunterhalt ver- 
dienen? Gie fdjlofien fich Dem HeerestroR an und fiihrten ein Schand- 
leben. Wir Hiren von einer Armee von 40,000 Goldaten, der ein 
wildes Heer von 140,000 Mannern, Weibern und RKindern folgte; 
und alle Iebten von dem Lande, in dem fie gerade meilten. Mangel 
und Armut wurde fo grok, dak ein Heer fdnell bon Ort zu Ort eilen 
mute, um nicht Hunger gu leiden. Stadte verfielen, dad Land wurde 
wiijt. Warum follte man arbeiten, da man doch gewiR fein fonnte, 
Da man die Frucht der Arbeit nicht werde genieken fonnen! Meitpig- 
gang — aller Lajter Anfang — wurde allgemein. Viele wurden ein- 
fach abgefdlachtet; viele jtarben an Hunger und Kejt. Bn Kranfheit 
gab e3 nur Glend und Tod. GSelbjt im Heer gab e3 nur wenige *rste. 
Vertwundete fanden feine Pjlege; e3 war billiger, neue Soldaten anguz 
werben, als alte zu pflegen. Btwet Drittel alles Cigentums wurde 
zerjtort, Handel und Sndujtrie cinfad) vernidtet. Taufende bon Dodrz- 
fern und Stadtdhen verfdiwanden von der Landfarte. Die Vevilferung 
Deutjehlands fiel bon 16,000,000 auf weniger al3 6,000,000. W€ugs- 
burg 3.%., das bor dem Krieg 80,000 Cintwohner gabhlte, hatte nach 
dem Friedensfdhlug faum 16,000. Gange LandeSteile waren ent- 
volfert. Yn Brandenburg fonnte man gange Tage reifen, ohne einen 
Menfden gu fehen. Yn Sachjen hauften die Wolfe in leeren Dorfern. 

Natiirlich folgte Verwilderung. CSchevill (History of Western 
Europe): “Civilization had been destroyed, and what was left was 
barbarism.” Golch bittere Armut, verbunden mit Hoffnungslofigkeit, 
ergeugt oft Lafter und BVerbrechen. Die gangliche Verarmung der Bez 
vilferung, die ein geordnetes Familienleben fajt unmdglich machte, 
brachte mit fich bermehrte Ungucht; ganze Horden von twilden Weibern 
folgten dem Heer und itberfluteten das Land. Krieg an und fiir fich 
entmenjchlict, verroht; die Biigellofigteit des Rriegsleben3 ergreift 
auch Nichtfampfer, befonders wenn die CSoldaten twieder Heimfehren. 
Seder dacdhte nur an fich felber. Cin Pfarrer Heimlin in Wiirttem- 
berg flagt: ,,%UIt und jung wupte nicht mehr angugeben, was Gott und 
twas Teufel fet; arme Witwen und Waifen wurden fiir Kot geadtet, 
gleich Dem Hunde auf die Gajfe geftopen, dak fie verhungerten und 
berfroren.” 4) 

Salt vollig aufgelijt war jede3 Gemeindetvefen. Die allgemeine _ 
Vildung war unfaglich gefunfen. Die Volfsfdule auf dem Lande verfiel 
ganglid, und andere hibere und niedere Schulen und Univerjitaten 
ftanden leer — eS feblten beide Lehrer und Sdjiiler. Auch gab e3 
fein Geld, diefe WAnjtalten gu erhalten. Das Gejdlecdht, das wahrend 
deS Krieges Herangewadhfen twar, tar ohne Sdhulen und Lehrer, vielfach 


4) Ublhorn, l.c., S. 171. 





256 Der Pietismus. 


ohne Rirdhe und Predigt aufgewachjfen, abgeftumpft durch Leiden und 
Entbehrungen, vielfach unter der langjabrigen Gewaltherrfdaft geradegu 
gur BVeradtung aller ehrliden Befdhaftiqung ergogen. Die twenigen 
Pajtoren und Lehrer, die noch iibrig waren, fonnten der Arbeit3slaft 
nicht Herr werden und muften dabei Hunger leiden. Yn Wolfenbiittel 
befamen fie gwilf Sabre lang gar fein Gehalt. Der Hak der faifer- 
lichen Coldaten traf fie immer jguerjt und am fchwerjten. Pfarrer 
Ludwig gu Sonnefeld verfammelte acht Yahre lang feine Gemeinde 
durd) Trommeljdlag im Walde unter freiem Himmel, und Vetwaffnete 
ftanden twahrend de8 Gottesdienftes Wache; als feine Seele mehr 
iibrig war, wurde er Feldprediger bei den Schweden. Nach der Schlacht 
bet Nordlingen umgingelten, plimbderten und berbrannten Bayern und 
Kroaten die Stadt Calw; Valentin Andrea rettete fic) durch Fludht 
und irrte Tange mit jfeiner Familie und 200 halbnadten Fliidtlingen 
in Waldern und Bergen umber. Jn der eingeafderten Stadt fanden 
fic) nad und nach 1,500 von den 4,000 Cinwohnern der Stadt tvieder 
zufammen, gum Teil vertvilderte und itbelgefinnte Leute. Dann brah 
die Peft aus; 772 ftarben in einem Jahr. Andrea twar der eingige 
Paftor in der Stadt. Cr beftattete 430 Leichen in drei Monaten.“ 5) 

Se&hmid in feiner ,,Gefchichte des Pietismus” meint: ,,.Dak unter 
diejen Umitanden auch die Kirche gelitten hat, ijt felbjtverftandlid. 
Doch ijt Der unmittelbare Cinflup diefer Bujtande auf die Kirche geringer, 
al man ertwarten modhte.“*)  Wielleicht; ter eine ftarfe oder gar 
franfhafte PBhantafie hat, mag fich jcehlimmere Bujtande bvoritellen. 
Ublhorn fagt: ,Clender hat e3 nie in Deutfdland ausgefehen als nach 
dem Dreivigiahrigen RKriege” 7) und zeigt dann auf 22 Geiten, dah 
dieS wirklich der Fall war. GSehlimmer hatte e3 nur ftehen fonnen, 
wenn die Kirche gang aufgehirt hatte, was natiirlich nicht der Fall war. 
Vereingelt geitigte der Durchs Kreuz gepriifte Chriftenglaube die herr- 
lichjten Friidte. 

Dann fam der Wejtfalijche Friede, 1648, und Paul Gerhardt 
fonnte fingen: ,,@ott Lob, nun ijt erfdollen Das edle Fried- und 
Sreudewort!” Und nun jtand die Kirche bor ihrer MRiefenaufgabe: 
ein bielfach vertvildertes, aller chrijtlicen Bucht entwachfenes Bolf 
guriidgufiihren gu einem geordneten chriftlicen Gemeindewefen, und 
aiwar mit fehr geringen Hilfsmitteln, und das unter BVerhaltnijfen, 
wie ein [anger Rrieg fie gu hinterlaffen pflegt. C3 migen noch etlide 
Vemerfungen aus Ublhorns Gefdhicdte hier eingefiigt werden. — Auf- 
fallend ijt die groge Bahl von Branden nad dem Krieg, ein Beichen, 
twie berivahrlojt und unjicher die Zujtande waren (crime wave). — 
Die alte ungleichhe Steuerverteilung blieb. Der Adel, der ein Drittel 
deS Landes befak, bejtand auf feiner alten Steuerfreiheit und ftraubte 
fich gegen eine neue Landvermeffung. Die gange Lajt der Rriegs- 


5) Whlhorn, l.c., S. 174. 182. 6) S. 21. 7) L.ec., S. 185. 
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jteuern lag auf dem Biirger und dem Bauer. Cin gewilfer Herr bon 
Miinehhaujen erflarte: ,,.Der gemeine Mann ijt einmal der Lajt und 
Gflaveret gewwohnt; er empfindet nicht, ob er fich de3 Tages ein paar 
Stunden mehr oder weniger qualen, monatlid ein paar Pfennige mehr 
oder weniger liefern mug.“ — Bn Hamburg follen fich 1,000 Huren bez 
funden haben. Whnlic) urteilt Spener iiber Franffurt und ein anderer 
iiber Berlin. Yn Wiirttemberg muten 1659 obrigfeitlicde Verordnungen 
erlajjen iwerden gegen die immer hiber jteigende Hurerei, gegen die 
feilen Dirnen, gegen KindeSmord und Sodomiterei. — Bei dem Wdel 
und den Fiirjten herrjdte fajt durchweg groke Unfittlicdfeit. Yn der 
Lcihenpredigt fiir Yohann Friedrich von Hannover wird ausdriicflicd 
erwahnt, dak diefer Fiirft fic nicht gu Tode gefoffen habe. Die gleich- 
zeitige Vefdhreibung der Gottinger Huldigungsgeremonie von 1649 
fjlieBt mit den Worten: ,,Diefer Tag tourde freudig und mit jeder- 
mann SKontentement geendet und gab augsbiindige Raujde.“ — 
Fanatifer traten auf. Prof. Tapp erflarte in einer Rede (1653) 
,itber den Tabak und deffen heutigen Mipbrauch” durch diefes neue 
tibel mache man feinen Kopf gu einem fdandliden Ramin und bringe 
fidh um alles Genie. — Der Hexentwahn fam auf die Hohe, je grofer 
die Roheit und fittliche Verwilderung durd) den angen Krieg getworden 
war, gefordert Durd) die Willfiir defpotifd und abfolutijtif auftretender 
Veamter, ihre Krieheret nach oben und ihre Gewalttatigfeit nach unten, 
durch gehajfige Zutragerct und Privatfeindjdaft und Rachfucht der 
Nahbarn, durd) die Habfucht, Wollujt und Blutgier der Mitter und 
Senfer. — Der beriihmte Yurijt Carpgov (geft. 1666) riihmte fic, in 
feinen Hexenprogefien nicht weniger alZ 20,000 TodeSurteile gefallt 
au haben. Die wenigen BVeftreiter de3 Srrivahns wurden nicht gebhort. 
Gie finden fich guerjt unter den Protejtanten, und erjt nach ifnen trat 
der Sefuit Spee in die Schranfen, freilich nicht den Herentwahn, fondern 
nur das graufame Prozefkverfahren befampfend. Lutherifde Pajtoren 
haben ein niichternes Urteil in diefen Gaden gehabt. — Bettler iiber- 
fluteten fchareniveife dDa8 Land; als ,Sdnapphahne”, ,Hecenbriider”, 
/Waldfifher” famen fie mit Flinte und Sabel, mit Getwalt gu nehmen, 
was nicht gutiwillig gegeben tourde. Bu Hunderten drangten fie fic 
bei OHochgeiten hergzu und nahmen den Gaften das Efjien vom Munde 
weg. — Cin Dru und eine Entmutigung lag auf dem gangen Bolf, 
iwie fie nicht fchlimm genug gedacht werden fann. 

G3 twar eine getvaltiqe Wufgabe, vor die fich die Kirche in der 
lebten Oalfte de3 17. Qabhrhunderts gejtellt jah. War fie bet den 
{ehreclich berminderten Hilfsmitteln, die ihr zur Verfiigung ftanden, der 
Wufgabe getwadfen? Wuf der andern Seite ftanden die Fiirjten, deren 
Oberhoheit iiber die Kirche durch den Weftfalifden Frieden aufs neue 
beftatigt worden war und die natiirlic aud fiir Sittenreform unter 
dem Volf eintraten. C3 twwar nicht immer bofer Wille, wenn fich die 
Siurften in die Regierung der Kirde cinmifdten; mande meinten e3 

17 
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gut; fie twollten der Kirche und iren Untertanen helfen. Natiirlich war 
eS aber auch, dag fie an allerlei auperliche Mittel dachten, wie fie 
das verwabhriofte Volf durch Poligeimafregeln in die Rirdhe Zzuriict- 
giwingen fonnten. Und natiirlich war e3 auch, dak mander, der cin 
berantivortungsvolles Amt in der Kirche hatte und ratlos vor dem 
Ruin jtand, unter den Umfjtanden die Hilfe der Obrigfeit gern annahm. 
Man jah nicht die Gefahr, dag ein ergwungenes Chrijtentum immer 
nur duferlich ijt und nur jo lange Dauert und fo tweit geht, wie der 
Bwang reicdt; dak ferner Rirchengudt in Handen der tweltlichen 
Obrigfteit auch gang gewifk der Wirfung jener Cinfliijje ausgejebt fein 
twiirde, wodurch oftmals die Regierung in weltliden Dingen beeinjflupt 
wird: Politif, Bwedmaigfeit uf. Mancher hat e3 auch twohl nur 
fiir eine Motmaregel gehalten, die hernach wieder abgefchafft werden 
fonnte. Go mug Tholuct jelbjt bon einem Valentin Andrea fagen: 
,Geine Wbficht ging eigentlich auf Wusiibung der Sittengucht durch frei 
getwablte, durch chriftlichen Sinn und jtrenge Gittlichfeit ausgezecichnete 
Mitglieder der Gemeinde; in der Wirklichfeit liek er fich indes an den 
einmal beftehenden obrigfeitliden Organen, den Schultheifen und 
Vigten, geniigen, in deren Hande die lutherijche Praxis die CSitten- 
gucht gelegt hatte.“ 8) 

So fommt e3 denn, dak Andrea felber bald flagen mu: ,,8u 
einem jolden Grade der Unverfdhamtbheit ftieq die politifde Vijt und 
Gewwalt, dag fie Den neuen Gab aufitellten, der Fiirjt jet Bifchof, in 
Defien Macht eS jtehe, wider Willen der Geijtlidfeit einen Schuldigen 
lo33zufprecjen” 8) und, toie oben angefiihrt: Dian verurteile die Tauben 
und laffe die Maben fliegen. Go enttwictelte jich mehr und mehr ein 
bloB augerlides Chriftentum; wer nur auferlich fic den Vorfchriften 
Der Kirche fiigte, galt fiir einen gquten Chrijten. Den Paftoren, dic 
ihre Gemeinden Zu geijtlidem Leben ertwecien twollten und ernijtlich 
Rirdhenzgucht gu iiben fudten, twaren die Hande gebunden. Go gab c3 
manderorts fchier unbefchreiblide Buftande. GSaubert in Yiirnberg 
berichtet im Namen der Pajtoren an den Senat der Stadt, dak dic 
PBrediger nichts ausridten fonnen, ,tweil fie uns aufs jtarfjte in folchen 
Fallen defpigieren, verlacden und verachten”; einer, der in achtund- 
alwangzig Bahren nicht gum Tijch de3 HErrn gegangen und deshalb 
borgeladen tworden fei, habe ihnen fagen Iaffen: twenn fie Geld batten 
und faufen tvollten, follten fie fommen, jonjt frage er nicht im geringjten 
nach ifnen; ein anderer, ein Flucher, habe ihnen laffen angeigen, er 
fame nicht, wolle Lieber auf den Turm gehen, ,daher wir haben die 
Seele in Geduld fafjen und e3 allein Gott im Herzen flagen fonnen. 
Vei etliden tut durdhaus Sdharfung der Strafe und Ausfchlug von der 
Kirdhe not”. Wllerdings! 

Weil foldhen, die gegen Ddiefe Cajaropapie redcten, fo wirffam 
Die Hande gebunden waren, fo ijt wohl aud natiirlid, dak gar mande 


8) Tholud, LebenSzeugen, S. 325. 
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Pajftoren nachlaffig murden und mit dem ,,Allein-Predigen” fic) gu- 
frieden gaben. Zudem twaren e8 oftmals gerade die Fiirjten, die am 
gottlofeften Tebten, und die Prediger mugten den Mund alten, twollten 
fie nicht Amt und Brot verlieren. Hofprediger Handel in Ansbad) 
fa feit 1712 volle gweiundgmangig Jahre auf der Feftung, weil er 
Gereniffimus, den Marfgrafen, auf der Rangel angegriffen hatte. 
Ludwig Eberhard bon Wiirttemberg wollte fic bon feiner Gattin trennen 
und feine Maitrefje heiraten und erflarte feinem Hofprediger, daw ein 
lutherifcer Firjt in GetvifjenSfacen niemandem al3 Gott allein 
Rechenfdaft gu geben verpflicdtet fei. C3 tourde den Pajtoren geradezu 
in ifren Beruf gefebt; Meelfiihrer in Wnsbach mufte fich dazu ver- 
pflidten, ,die Rechte Serenijfimi in feiner Weife angutaften”. Co 
flingen oftmals die Predigten wieder von Lobhudeleien auf die Fiirften; 
man Tiebt, fie mit Den Cherubim gu vergleicen, die iiber der Bundes- 
lade fchwebten; man nennt feinen Fiirjten den Yojias, den Yofaphat, 
den Konftantin und Theodofius der Kirche. — C3 gab freilich auch 
andere; Michael Walther in Celle nannte bei dem Lcichenbegangnis 
deS im Streit erjtodenen Grafen Rudolf Chrijtian fein gangzes Gefolge 
einfach ,Schweine”; und mande Prediger fuchten ebenfo autofratijd 
zu handeln wie die Fiirften; einer in Brandenburg tat die, welde ihm 
feine Weintrauben gejtohlen hatten, sffentlich in den Bann, ,,dergeftalt, 
dDaB ex Den Tater dem Teufel mit Leib und GSeele iibergebe, welder ihn 
bid an fein Tebtes Ende qualen, nach Dem Tode aber in den Abgrund der 
Hille mit fich nehmen follte’. Der twwurde auf cin Qahr abgefebt! 9) 

Lief blicen laht e3, wenn Grokgebauer nach dem Rriege (1661) 
fo itber $ajtoren und Gemeinden fechreibt: ,Wenn nur einer in 
der Gemeinde halb fo viele Tugenden hat als ein ehrbarer Heide, wo 
er nur Geld, Chre und Macht dabei hat, er darf nicht forgen, dak er 
jollte in Der Gemeinde eine fchlechte Stelle befommen, nicht ein bornehm 
Mitglied der Kirche fein... . Wir find hochft ftraflich, dak wir nichts 
unterfdeiden und un ftellen, al3 wenn wir Gottes Wort wenig achten, 
Dag wir einen jeden, er fei, tver er twolle, er habe in Chrijto einen guten 
Wandel gefiihrt oder nicht, er habe Friichte der Bue gezeigt oder nicht, 
cr habe den armen Heiligen in ihrer Not Hilfe getan oder nicht, einem 
jeden, fage ich, nachfingen: ,Gr hat getragen Chrijti Soh, ijt geftorben 
und Tebet nod.‘ ... Weiter preifen wir alle Leute jelig.... Wir 
jtehen auf dem Predigtitubl, lehren, predigen, fagen, dak unter der 
Sonne nichts Schwereres, Gefahrliceres noch Sorgliceres fet al8 eben 
einen guten Kampf fampfen und das Ende de3 Glaubens davonbringen, 
namlich der Seelen Seligfeit. Nun aber dem allein ungeadhtet fterben 
gleichivohl die Leute alle felig, fie find alle felig entfdlafen, wofern jie 
nur etlicermagen ein ehrbar biirgerlich-heidnijdes Leben gefiihrt und 
in ihrer Iebten Stunde da3 Nachtmahl empfangen haben“ .10) 


9) Ublhorn, l.c., S. 198. 203. 204. 10) Schmid, l.c., S. 18 ff. 
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Die Pietiften Hatten recht: Bujtande in der Kirche waren be- 
flagenSwert; Getwohnbeitschrijtentum und Veriveltlidung in den Ge- 
meinden, Cinfeitigfeit, Gleicdhgiiltigfcit, fogar WmtSuntreue unter den 
Paftoren, dariiber Hagten die Pietijten, und mit Recht. Wenn fie aber 
fiir Diefe Umjtande die Orthodozie der Prediger verantiwortlid) machten 
und meinten, Daf gur Reformation der Kirde noch etwas anderes ndtig 
fet al3 die alten Gnadenmittel, dffentlid) und fonderlich angewandt, 
fo berfannten fie die Urfache deS TtbelS. Dieje lag vor allem in der 
Kirhenverfajjung; BVerufung der Prediger und Wufficht iiber ihre Wmts- 
berwaltung fotvie Wusitbung der Kirdhengucht lag nicht in den rechten 
Handen. Und gur Verfdlimmerung der Zuftande hatte beigetragen der 
fdrectlide Krieg und feine Folgen. 

Und wenn nun gar zur Rechtfertiqung der Pietijten gefagt wird, 
e3 fet bon feiten lutherifder Paftoren nichts gefchehen, diefe Zujtande 
gu bejjern, man fei gegen da3 Verderben gang gleichgitltig gewefen und 
habe jich, in tote Orthodorie verjunfen, nur mit jcholajtijden Ban- 
fereien abgegeben, jo ijt Das einfach eine Dumme Behauptung. Bu ge- 
twaltig ragen getvijje Namen in der Gefchicdte diefer Beit hervor. Nur 
etliche dDerfelben finnen nambaft gemacdjt werden. 

Noadhim Liitfemann (qejt. 1655), der, aus Rojtoc vertrieben, in 
Vraunfdiweig fo erfolgreic wirkte, DaB der Herzog von Braunjdiveig 
einen Danfbrief nach Rojtock fchictte dafiir, dak jie ihm einen fo teuer- 
tverten Mann itberlajjen Hatten. Tholuc riihmt, dap er mit edfer 
Freimiitigfeit und biblijchem Crnjte das Evangelium predigte. 

Heinrich Miller (gejt. 1675), deffen Wirkfamfcit nicht mit feinem 
Tode aufhorte, jondern in erhdhtem Mage durch feine Crbauungs- 
fdriften und Predigtjammlungen fortgefebt wurde, die viel dagu bei- 
trugen, DaB wahres Chriftentum twabhrend der Zeit de3 Rationalismus 
nicht ganglich ausgerottet tourde. 

Chrijtian Scriver (geft. 1693), meltbefannt, auch heute noc, durd) 
feine treffliden Erbauungsbiidher und Predigten. 

Xobann BValthafar Schuppius (geft. 1661), der gwar durd feine 
fatirifde Weife, die Siinde gu ftrafen, fich viele Feinde madte, aber 
gerade ,,durdch feine natiirliche UWrt durch Wort und Sehrift den Weg 
gu den Herzen befonders der breiten Mafjen gu finden toukte und mit 
Cifer dDarauf drang, das Chrijtentum im gangen Leben mit vollem Ernijt 
gur Geltung gu bringen” (Meufel). Sein Fiirjt fchitbte ihn gegen alle 
Ungriffe; er fagte: ,Er hat einen hibigen Kopf und ein deutfdhes Maul, 
aber aud) ein ebrlich Gemiit und Herg.” 

Sohann Matthias Meyfart (geft. 1642), der fic) vor allem um 
die bertvahrloften Seminare verdienjtlich gemacht hat. 

Theophilus Grofgebauer (geft. 1661) und Johann Balentin 
Undrea (geft. 1654), die fon mehrfad erwahnt worden find. 

Das find nur wenige Namen; fie fonnten leit vermehrt werden. 
Budem hat RKliefoth recht, wenn er darauf aufmerfjam madt, da 
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immer inter jedem, der fo durch feine Predigten oder Schriften be- 
riihmt geworden ijt, viele gleicgefinnte ftehen miiffen, deren Vertreter 
fie find; fonjt Hatten fie fich nicht Halten fonnen, ihre Dienjte waren 
nicht begehrt, ihre Schriften nicht verbreitet und gefauft worden. 8 ijt 
tatfachlich an der Verbefjerung der verderbten Kirche fleigig gearbeitet 
worden. 

Ehenfo heipt e3 der Gefchichte direft ins Angeficht falagen, wenn 
man behauptet, jene UWrbeit fet refultatlos getwefen. Das fchlagendjte 
Argument gegen dieje Behauptung ijt die Tatfade, daR Spener 1670 — 
aiveiundgivangig Sabre nach Schlug de$ RKrieges — feine Collegia 
Pietatis einvidten fonnte. Das fihrt befonders Kiiefoth aus in feiner 
Whhandlung iiber Veichte und Wbfolution.1!) Nachdem er gegeigt hat, 
wie Durch Den Krieg alle Ordnung deS firdliden und de3 Volfslebens 
abgebrocjen tvar, tie man Daher nach Dem Rriege wieder an dem Punt 
anfniipfen mupte, tvo der Faden abgerifjen war, fahrt er fort: ,Man 
Darf auch die Hierauf damals verivendete Arbeit und deren Wert nicht, 
wie jo haufig gefchehen ijt, unterfehaben. Wir twerden nachher fehen, 
wie in Dem Lebten Biertel des 17. Jahrhunderts eine Reihe von Manz 
nern, wie Spener uftw., mit den Refultaten diejer Arbeit nicht gufrieden 
find und Verfuche iiber Verfuche machen, diefelben gu verbejfern. Uber 
die cinfeitigjten Lobredner diejer Spenerjden BVefferungsverjuche twer= 
den gugeben mitjjen, daB diefelben gar nicht im bvierten Wiertel de3 
17. Jahrhunderts Hatten gemacht twerden fonnen, wenn nicht andere 
Leute im dritten Viertel desfelben erjt Ordnung gemacht Hatten. Alle 
Ddieje Spenerjcjen Verfuche laufen ja darauf hinaus, dak da3 in auperz 
lider Ordnung und Gitte Vorhandene geijtlich belebt werden mitife, 
und feben alfo einen wenig{ten auferlicden Ordnungszuftand der Gez 
meinden boraus, der aber um die Mitte de 17. Yahrhunderts eben 
nicht borhanden, jondern erjt feitdbem in wenigen Sahrgehnten wieder 
gejdafien twar. Wenn man dics erwagt, wird man vielmehr jener 
UWrbeit Der Reftauration feine Anerfernung zollen und e3 bewundern, 
wie Diefelbe in mwenigen Sabhrgehnien ein guchtlos getvordenes Volf 
wenigitenS wieder in feine auferlide Ordnung gu bringen verz- 
mocht hatte.“ 

Man hat dieje Zeit mit der Beit der VHlferiwanderung vergliden; 
in beiden Perioden war eS Aufgabe der Kirche, chrijtlice Ordnung in 
das Chaos gu bringen. Das war nicht itber Nacht abgetan. Aber givei 
bi8 drei Yabhrgehnte fpater, alS die Pietiften auftraten, twar e3 nicht 
mehr Chaos; e¢3 herrfchte wieder Ordnung; e3 gab wieder iiberall 
Gemeinden. Diefe Gemeinden, an denen Spener jo viel auszufesen 
hatte, und mit Recht, waren gum grofen Teil eine Schopfung diefer 
furzgen Sabre. 

So jtand e3 in der Kirche; das ijt der Boden, auf dem der Pietis- 


11) Liturgifhe UWbhandlungen, Biveiter Vand, S. 421 f. 
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mus getvadjen ijt. €3 feblte viel; treue Chrijten waren fic defen aud 
tvohl betwukt; fie fannten auch die Mittel, modurch allein die Ge- 
meinden gebejfert twerden fornen, die Gnadenmittel; fie mirften mit 
Diefen Mitteln, hier mehr, dort weniger treu und getwijfenhaft; ihre 
Urbeit war auch nicht vergeblich, eS wurde beffer in der Kirche. Aber 
Den Pietijten ging das nicht fchnell genug; fie fuchten andere Mittel 
neben Wort und Gaframent, twodurc) das Werk befdleunigt mer- 
Den follte. chins Theo. Hover. 


<-co 





Biblical Methods of Poor-Relief. 


We begin this study on the premise that no apologies are neces- 
sary for discussing the subject of poor-relief in these days of confusion 
and distress. Five years of the so-called “depression” lie behind us, 
and in spite of all that has been attempted by public and private 
agencies to bring back normalcy, some twenty million of our fellow 
citizens are still “on relief.” This terrible plight of our friends and 
neighbors has become the concern of every thinking man and woman 
in America. The Christian in particular finds this situation a direct 
challenge. Again and again he is confronted with the perplexing 
problem: “Just what is the obligation of the modern Christian over 
against the poor?” The question deserves clear thinking and demands 
it now. The time has come for us to search deeply in the Scriptures 
for enlightenment and on the basis of divine truth to find an answer 
for this perplexing question. 

Following a good old Lutheran custom, the writer, after carefully 
studying all the Scriptural references to the poor and needy, wishes to 
propose seven theses which, it is believed, will help clarify the issues 
involved. The first two of these are rather introductory, pointing 
out the existence and extent of the Christian’s duty to his needy 
neighbor, while the last five deal directly with channels or methods 
of poor-relief. 1 


Scripture teaches plainly that the Christian has a clear duty 
over against the poor and needy. 

The poor are referred to in the Bible over two hundred times. 
Besides this there are many references to the widows, the fatherless, 
and the needy. A careful examination of these many passages shows 
that God commands, exhorts, and expects the Christian to protect 
and to provide for the poor and needy. God Himself is their constant 
‘Champion and Defender and Strength, Is. 25,4; Ps. 140,12. And 
we are told that His wrath and vengeance is poured out upon those 
who oppress the poor and withhold from them the necessities of life, 
Amos 4, 1—3; Ezek. 22, 29—31; Matt. 23, 14. 

The Book of Genesis has nothing in particular to say about the 
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poor. But beginning with the book of Exodus, we find them men- 
tioned, provided for, and protected by the writings of Moses. Through 
this great leader God gave very plain and specific laws for the care 
of the poor and needy among the Israelites. The stranger, too, was 
to be protected and not oppressed. Ex. 22, 21—27; Lev. 25, 35—38; 
Deut. 10, 19; 15, 7—18, ete. 

We find some twenty-five references in the Book of Job to the 
poor, the needy, and the fatherless. This is highly significant; for 
Job probably lived before the time of Abraham, and the religion of 
Job pictures the primitive religion of the patriarchs in its highest 
purity, both as to faith and to duty. To find so many references to 
almsgiving and kindness, to the poor and needy, and to the fatherless 
and widows, shows that already among the ancient people of God, 
before the Ten Commandments were set down in writing, God’s 
people were fully aware of their duty over against the poor and needy. 
Job 5, 15. 16; 6, 27; 20, 10.19; 22, 9; 24, 3. 9. 14; 29, 12—16; 
30, 25; 31, 16—22; 34, 19. 28; 36, 6. 15. 

The psalmists of Israel also pleaded the cause of the poor, 
Ps. 41,1; 82, 3.4; 113, 7; 140, 12, ete. Solomon does likewise in his 
Proverbs, Prov. 14, 31; 19,17; 22,9; 25, 21, ete. 

The prophets repeatedly champion the cause of the poor and 
needy and warn against their neglect and oppression. Representative 
passages are: Is. 58, 6—11; Ezek. 18, 7—9. 16; Dan. 4, 27; Zech. 
7, 8—10, ete. 

In the New Testament we find the same teaching continued, 
Matt. 19, 21; Mark 10, 21; Luke 14, 18. 21; 16, 19—31; Gal. 2, 10; 
Jas. 2, 8—6, ete. Christ showed Himself the Friend of the poor. 
The apostles did likewise, and we know that this spirit of love was 
developed in the early Church to a high degree. In fact, the love 
of the early Christians for the poor and distressed set the heathen 
world agog. In heathenism there was nothing like it. So impressed 
was the pagan emperor Julian with Christian love and care for the 
poor that he commanded Arsacius, the high priest of Galatia, to 
imitate this Christian virtue, saying: “It is disgraceful, when there 
is not a beggar found among the Jews and when the godless Galileans 
support our poor as well as their own, that our people should be 
without help.” (Uhlhorn, Christian Charity in the Ancient Church, 
page 326.) 

Not only does the Bible show us that we have an obligation to 
the poor, but it also very specifically points out just what the extent 
of this duty is. This shall occupy our attention in the next thesis. 


2. 


Scripture teaches plainly that the Christian is to provide for both 
the spiritual and bodily wants of the poor and needy. 
Since the Bible emphasizes the fact that man is a twofold being, 
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having a material body and an immortal soul (Gen. 2,7; Matt. 10, 28), 
it is to be expected that man’s twofold needs, the bodily and the spir- 
itual, should be spoken of throughout the inspired volume. The pur- 
pose of this thesis, therefore, is to show that the Bible repeatedly 
admonishes the child of God to make provision for both the spiritual 
and the bodily needs of the poor. 


Spiritual Needs. 


The spiritual needs of man are supplied through the means of 
grace, the preaching of God’s Word and the administration of the 
Sacraments. This need shall receive but a passing glance at this 
time. Suffice it to say that the work of “Inner Missions” is largely 
in behalf of the poor and needy, but it is a mistake to think that all 
the spiritual wants of the poor and needy can be taken care of by 
such specialized missions. Congregations should always consider it 
one of their highest privileges to deal out their Bread of Life to the 
needy living within the shadow of their spires. “When Decius, the 
emperor, demanded of Laurentius, the deacon of the church of Rome, 
the church’s treasures, he promised after three days to produce them: 
in which time having gathered together the blind and the lame, the 
infirm and the maim, at the time appointed he brought them into the 
palace; and when the emperor asked for the treasures he had promised 
to bring with him, he shows him his company: ‘Behold,’ says he, 
‘these are the treasures of the church, those eternal treasures which 
are never diminished, but increase; which are dispersed to every 
one and yet found in all.”” (Cave, Primitive Christianity, p. 294.) 
In past centuries the poor were the jewels of the Church; let us 
beware in this modern day that we do not regard them merely as 
mill-stones around the congregation’s neck. We Lutheran dare not 
side-step this duty to the poor. 


Bodily Needs. 


The bodily needs of man referred to in the Bible are divided 
into two classes: general needs, such as are common to all men; and 
special needs, such as affect only some. Among the general needs 
mentioned in the Scriptures are the lack of food, clothing, shelter, 
family-life, and justice. The special needs mentioned are those 
brought on by the lack of health and those resulting from some 
sort of affliction or from oppression or from divine visitation. We 
shall now review the extent of the Christian’s duty over against these 
needs of the poor and distressed in the light of Scripture. 

No doubt one of the best-known sections in the writings of Moses 
which deal with the bodily needs of man is Deut. 15,7—11. This 
statement is so plain it needs little comment. I shall call your atten- 
tion only to the fact that Moses admonishes his people to provide 
for the poor and needy “sufficient for his need in that which he 
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wanteth.” It is understood of course that this reference does not 
include the luxuries which the poor might desire; but it does refer 
to the necessities of life, to which the poor are entitled according to 
God’s command, provided the need is not the result of man’s refusal 
to work. The lazy man and the idler are accorded no sympathy in the 
Bible. St. Paul speaks of them very definitely when he says: “If any 
would not work, neither should he eat,” 2 Thess. 3, 10. 

That God would have the Christian provide food, clothing, and 
shelter for the poor we see in passages such as Prov. 22,9; 1 Kings 
17,16; Ezek.18,7; Matt. 25, 35.36, ete. Job very beautifully refers 
to his provisions for the bodily needs of the poor when he says: 
“Tf I have withheld the poor from their desire or have caused the 
eyes of the widow to fail, or have eaten my morsel myself alone and 
the fatherless hath not eaten thereof; ... if his loins have not blessed 
me, and if he were not warmed with the fleece of my sheep; if I have 
lifted up my hand against the fatherless when I saw my help in the 
gate, then let mine arm fall from my shoulder-blade and mine arm be 
broken from the bone,” Job 31, 16—22. Another very wonderful 
reference is Is. 58, 6. 7. 

To-day our country is filled with millions in need of the com- 
mon necessities of life. Unable to obtain work, bread-winners every- 
where are obliged to look to the bounty of charity for food, clothing, 
and shelter. The great majority of these people are not seeking to 
avoid honest labor. Only a few years ago they were among the 
nation’s happy army of self-sustaining laborers. They gladly and 
enthusiastically walked off with their dinner-pails in the morning 
to their daily tasks and returned at night with smiling faces to enjoy 
the cheer of their homes and the companionship of their loved ones. 
But all this has changed for many. Factories are closed or working 
part time. The machine, the “iron man” of industry, has displaced 
millions of honest laborers. Unused dinner-pails stand mockingly on 
the shelf. The home of the unemployed is no longer a place of cheer. 
Millions are on the verge of despair. Surely we Christians dare not 
let our candle of love for our neighbor be snuffed out when the light 
is so badly needed. 

The special bodily needs of the poor, such as are brought on by 
sickness, affliction, divine visitation, and other like causes, also lie 
within the province of Christian charity. 

We may freely say that Jesus was particularly mindful of the 
special needs of the multitudes that pressed upon Him and that He 
expects us to do likewise, Matt. 25, 35.36. Through just such deeds 
the righteous will reveal their saving faith on the day of Judgment. 

Many of the special needs of the poor can be relieved only by 
professional and institutional care, and the Christians will, wherever 
possible, support such projects. The ancient Church gave the world 
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its first hospital and other institutions of mercy, and in so doing, 
she boldly met the challenge of the special needs of the poor as 
they presented themselves to her attention. Surely we, the children 
of the ancient Church, purified by the purging fires of the great 
Reformation, will not fail to emulate the example of the children of 
God of past ages? 

The child of God, says Scripture, is also to be concerned with the 
cause of social justice. “Open thy mouth, judge righteously, and 
plead the cause of the poor and needy,” Prov. 31,9. Isaiah takes up 
the same theme in his first chapter when he says: “Learn to do well; 
seek judgment, relieve the oppressed, judge the fatherless, plead for 
the widow,” Is. 1,17. Another very clear reference is Psalm 82. Here 
God directly enjoins upon the civil rulers to “do justice to the afflicted 
and needy.” Ancient Job knew the meaning of social justice, Job 29, 
16.17. Speaking to the king of Judah, God through the lips of 
Jeremiah cries out: “Execute ye judgment and righteousness and 
deliver the spoiled out of the hand of the oppressor,” Jer. 22, 2. 3. 
Other references are Lev. 19,15; Deut. 1, 16.17; Neh. 5,1—13; Zech. 
7, 8—10. Certainly, in this day of social legislation the Christian 
should be concerned with laws respecting the poor. It is the plain 
duty of rulers to protect the rights of the poor as well as those of 
the rich; and in a land of democracy, where every citizen is a part 
of the government, the Christian is in duty bound to use his influence 
to safeguard the rights of his needy neighbor. The old adage “An 
ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure” also applies to this 
business of charity. For while we must expect to have the poor with 
us always, still we have the duty, plainly set forth in Scripture, to 
take every precaution to avert such poverty as necessarily results from 
injustice and oppression. 

Having reviewed the scope of our duties, let us now turn to the 
subject of agencies, or channels, at our disposal for the relief of the 
needy. The purpose of the next thesis, then, will be to show that 
there are times when every Christian must personally help the poor. 


3. 

Scripture teaches plainly that in some cases the Christian must 
act personally in relieving the wants of the poor and needy. 

It will not be necessary for us to dwell long on this well-known 
truth. Accordingly, we shall summon only a few witnesses to establish 
our ease. “Thou,” says Moses, referring to every Israelite, “shalt open 
thine hand wide unto thy brother, to thy poor, and to thy needy in 
thy land,” Deut. 15,11. Job’s poor-relief evidently was all given by 
his own hand, Job 29,16. The outstanding example of direct charity 
is the story of the Good Samaritan, Luke 10, 30—37. Speaking of 
this case, Jesus said: “Go and do thou likewise.” 
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Scripture tells us that the Christian has a very definite duty to his. 
own flesh and blood and to his fellow-Christians. Paul in his First. 
Letter to Timothy says: “If any provide not for his own, and specially 
for those of his own house, he hath denied the faith and is worse than 
an infidel,” 1 Tim. 5,8. Centuries before, Isaiah had proclaimed the 
same truth to the hardened Israelites of his time, Is. 58,7. To the 
Galatians Paul writes: “As we have opportunity, let us do good unto 
all men, especially unto them who are of the household of faith,’” 
Gal. 6, 10. 

In our modern complex civilization persona) assistance of the poor 
does not always suffice. In fact, in many instances the task of poor- 
relief is not practical for the individual Christian and must be borne 
by collective efforts. Under such circumstances the congregation is 
charged by God to be the agency of poor-relief. Our next thesis will 
deal with that phase of the problem. 


4. 


Scripture teaches plainly that the Christian congregation also has 
a duty over against the poor and needy. 

There is nothing new nor startling about the statement that the 
Christian congregation should be an agency for relieving the wants 
of the poor and needy. The first Christian congregation in history, 
organized in the city of Jerusalem, according to the 6th chapter of 
Acts, became an agency for such Christian service very shortly after 
its founding. Other congregations followed its example as they sprang 
up through the missionary labors of Paul and the other apostles, and 
this became the rule throughout the length and breadth of the 
Apostolic Church. That practise has been followed down through 
the centuries in one form or another, and we Lutherans must stand 
on that principle to-day. This truth has been upheld by the leaders 
of our Church from its earliest beginnings. 

In his well-known book Die rechte Gestalt, published in 1863, 
Dr. Walther dwells at length on congregational poor-relief. He says: 
“Die Gemeinde hat zum dritten sich angelegen sein zu lassen, dass 
alle thre Glieder auch im Irdischen wohl versorgt seien, an den 
noetigen Lebensbeduerfnissen nicht Mangel leiden noch in irgend- 
einer Not verlassen seien.” (P.38.) In English this statement would 
read about like this: “The congregation, in the third place, should - 
take it upon itself to see to it that all of its members are provided 
for also in respect to earthly things, that they do not lack the neces- 
sities of life nor be forsaken in any need.” As proof, the writer cites. 
Gal. 6, 10; Deut. 15, 4; Rom. 12, 18; Gal. 2, 9. 10; Jas. 1, 27; 
1 Thess. 4, 11. 12. 

In addition to pointing out the congregation’s duty, Scripture 
also points out how it might proceed in this matter of congregational 
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poor-relief. “It is not reason that we should leave the Word of God 
and serve tables,” said the apostles. “Wherefore, brethren, look ye 
out among you seven men of honest report, full of the Holy Ghost 
and wisdom, whom ye may appoint over this business,” Acts 6, 2. 3. 
The early Christian congregations were consistent in the practise of 
choosing out men whose special duty it was to supervise the work of 
charity, and according to history the number in the early Church 
was usually seven. “In many places,” says Uhlhorn, “the number of 
seven was felt binding after the analogy of the seven at Jerusalem.” 
(Uhlhorn, Christian Charity in the Ancient Church, p. 163.) This 
method of carrying out congregational poor-relief was common to all 
Christian congregations for at least 300 years and did not change until 
the false views of monasticism began to creep into the Church, chang- 
ing the whole plan of Christian charity by transferring it from the 
congregational supervision to the supervision of other organizations. 
This change of method brought on a great deal of abuse both in 
respect to doctrine and to practise and played a significant role in the 
corruption of the medieval Church. In fact, we might say that the 
charity of the Church of the Dark Ages became a curse throughout 
Christendom. Thousands of people were enticed away from produc- 
tive labor to the shelter of the monastery and the convent, where 
they sustained themselves through the bounty of alms. 

As corruption crept into the Church, the Christian’s love for the 
poor also cooled off. To overcome this, the Church began to teach 
that the giving of alms was a meritorious work procuring the forgive- 
ness of sins for all who gave liberally. In due time the fundamental 
motive of Christian charity became changed completely, and men no 
longer gave to the poor out of love to God and man, but men now 
gave their alms to gain the favor of Heaven. 

The Church of the Reformation recognized this corruption and 
taught again that faith in Christ and not almsgiving procures the 
forgiveness of sins and that the relief of the poor is a duty of the 
Christian congregation. Luther in his church postils, on the Gospel 
for the day of St. Stephen, says: “In this incident you see, first, how 
a Christian congregation should be organized; to this end you behold 
a true picture of a spiritual ministration which the apostles are here 
carrying out. They provide for the souls, are busy with preaching 
and praying, but also see to it that the body is provided for, choosing 
out certain men to distribute the provisions, as you have heard. Thus, 
the Christian order provides for both body and soul, that no one 
suffers need, as Luke informs us, and all are well fed and well pro- 
vided for both in body and soul.” (XI, 2754 ff.; quoted by Walther 
in his Pastorale, p. 298.) 

In this time of national need Christian congregations must by all 
means take the distress of the poor to heart. The congregation as 
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such should place this work in the hands of members especially 
designated for this purpose, and an honest effort should be made to 
carry out this Christian duty. 

There are times, however, when a congregation cannot bear the 
burden of caring for its poor and it must look to others for help. 
Our next thesis will deal with just such a situation. 


5. 


Scripture teaches plainly that Christian congregations should 
assist one another in the relief of the poor and needy. 

Should situations arise — through droughts, famines, floods, fires, 
storms, wars, epidemics, unemployment, depression cycles, and the 
like — whereby a whole congregation becomes so impoverished as to 
be unable to provide for its poor and needy, it becomes the duty of 
other congregations not so afflicted to contribute to the needs of the 
impoverished congregation. In such a situation in the early days of 
the Church the congregation at Antioch sent assistance to the congre- 
gation at Jerusalem, Acts 11,27—30. Other congregations did like- 
wise. In his Epistle to the Romans, Paul announces the fact that 
“it hath pleased them of Macedonia and Achaia to make a certain 
contribution for the poor saints which are at Jerusalem,” Rom. 15, 
25. 26. And in writing to the congregation at Corinth, Paul says: 
“Now, concerning the collection for the saints, as I have given order 
to the churches of Galatia, even so do ye,” 1 Cor. 16,1.2. According 
to this congregations throughout the length and breadth of Christen- 
dom sent contributions to the needy congregation at Jerusalem. 

From all this we conclude that there are times when Christian 
congregations are in duty bound to assist one another in the relief 
of the poor and needy. This was done by the Church in the past; 
should it not, we ask, be done now? 

The possibility, however, of wide-spread poverty throughout an 
entire synod or denomination brings a question to our attention at 
this time which must also be dealt with fairly and frankly. The 
question is this: “Should emergencies arise as a result of disasters, 
droughts, earthquakes, wars, storms, floods, fires, epidemics, unemploy- 
ment, depression cycles, and the like which make it impossible for 
affiliated congregations to assist one another in the care of the poor 
and needy, to whom should these unfortunates then turn for help?” 
With over 20 million of our fellow-citizens on public relief, including 
hundreds and thousands of our fellow-Lutherans, it is only right that 
the Church should face the situation and ask what can and should 
be done under such conditions. If this depression were local in its 
extent, affecting only a few of our synodical congregations, it would 
be the plain duty of the unaffected congregations to aid those in need. 
But since this depression has struck all parts of our country as well 
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as other countries, rural as well as urban districts, large as well as 
small congregations, we are facing a situation in which the burden of 
poor-relief may have grown beyond the ability of the joint Church. 
What then? Scripture again comes to our assistance and shows us 
a way in which this wide-spread emergency can be met in a God- 
pleasing manner. What this way is we shall now show in the next 
thesis. 6 


Scripture teaches plainly that the State also has a duty to relieve 
the wants of the poor and the needy; and when necessity demands it, 
the Christian may also turn to the State for help. 

We take up the discussion of this thesis with a deep sense of 
humility, for we are well aware of the fact that we are now steering 
our ship out on a sea which to date has not been very well charted. 
Leaders of our Church, in writing on the subject of the care of the 
poor and needy and having in mind normal conditions, have contended 
that it is a shame and a disgrace for Christians to be forced to accept 
relief from the State. Dr. Walther, for instance, in his Pastorale, 
p. 297, says: “A Christian congregation dare not console itself by 
saying, There are civil funds and institutions for the relief of the 
poor. No Christian congregation should have its poor taken care of 
in this manner; the State should rather see that it is not forced to 
levy taxes to support the needy Christians, but only those who would 
otherwise be forsaken by all the world. The Christian congregation 
should look upon it as a disgrace to have her poor and needy provided 
for by the State.” This statement, we are convinced, is correct under 
normal conditions, when the question is not one of ability, but of 
willingness. If the ability is there to take care of its poor, then by 
all means the Church should not disgrace itself by trying to shift 
one of its bounden duties to the civil authorities. But we are not 
now speaking of normal conditions; we are discussing emergencies 
in which the ability of the Church to meet the full load of poor- 
relief does not exist. Under such circumstances we say the Christian 
may also turn to the State for help without disgrace to himself or to 
his Church. We are convinced that this is plainly taught in 
Scripture. 


Public Poor-Relief Rests in the “Divine Right” of Rulers. 


As we now enter into the subject of public poor-relief, we wish 
to point out first that the State is one of the three divine institutions 
appointed by a wise God for the welfare of humanity and has as 
one of its specific duties the care of the poor. 

The old scoffed-at doctrine of the “divine right” of rulers is 
a Biblical principle, upheld by both Lutheran and non-Lutheran 
Christians. The reformers pointed out this truth repeatedly, and 
Luther mentions it frequently in his writings. Scripture is very 
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clear on this point in both the Old and New Testaments. It is God, 
says Daniel, “who removeth kings and setteth up kings,” Dan. 2, 21. 
The power to rule inherently belongs to God, but He has seen fit to 
delegate some of this power to man (2 Chron. 9,8) and has set up 
civil governments as the instruments and agencies through which this 
delegated power is to be exercised, 2 Chron.19,6. Of Solomon we 
read that he “sat on the throne of the Lord as king,” 1 Chron. 29, 23. 
In Psalm 82 civil rulers are called “gods.” In the Augsburg Confes- 
sion the reformers reminded Charles V of this fact. (Trigl., p. 357.) 
Both good and wicked rulers rule by “divine right.” Nebuchadnezzar 
was a wicked monarch; yet Daniel said: “Thou, O king, art a king 
of kings; for the God of heaven hath given thee a kingdom,” Dan. 2, 
37. 38. What was taught in the Old Testament was again emphasized 
in the New. Paul says: “There is no power but of God,” Rom. 13, 1. 

It is clear, then, that all rulers receive their right to rule from 
God and are responsible to Him for their administration. As such 
they are bound to do for man what God Himself would do, namely, 
to provide for the welfare of the people and to protect their rights, 
Rom. 18,4. Among their duties falls the responsibility of caring for 
the poor and needy, Ps. 82, 2—4; Dan. 4, 27; Jer. 22, 3. 15.16. The 
problem of human welfare in all its phases is fundamentally the problem 
of the State. This fact is recognized by Lutheran writers when they 
say: “The proper domain in which civil governments are to exercise 
their authority are all affairs of men which pertain to the secular, or 
temporal, well-being of the individual, the community, and the com- 
monwealth.” (Concordia Cyclopedia, p.145.) Four hundred years 
earlier, the great Bible students of the Reformation stated this clearly 
in the 28th Article of the Augsburg Confession when they said: “For 
civil rulers defend not minds, but bodies and bodily things against 
manifest injuries and restrain men with the sword and bodily punish- 
ments in order to preserve civil justice and peace.” (Trigl., p. 85.) 


Public Poor-Relief also Implied in the Fourth Commandment. 


What has been said so far regarding the duty of the State to the 
poor and needy is certainly also in harmony with the teachings of the 
Fourth Commandment. We are convinced, on the basis of sound 
Lutheran interpretation of Scripture, that the duty of public poor- 
relief, under certain circumstances, is plainly implied in this head - 
commandment of the Second Table. In our study of the Ten Com- 
mandments we learn that civil government is embraced in the estate 
of fatherhood. Luther in his remarks on the Fourth Commandment 
in the Large Catechism says: “In this commandment belongs a further 
statement regarding all kinds of obedience to persons in authority 
who have to command and govern. For all authority flows and is 
propagated from the authority of parents.” (Trigl., p. 621.) Farther on 
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in the same treatise Luther speaks as follows: “The same also is to be 
said of obedience to civil government, which (as we have said) is all 
embraced in the estate of fatherhood and extends farthest of all 
relations. For here the father is not one of a single family, but of as 
many people as he has tenants, citizens, or subjects. For through 
them, as through our parents, God gives to us food, house and home, 
protection and security. Therefore, since they bear such name and 
title with all honor as their highest dignity, it is our duty to honor 
them and to esteem them great as the dearest treasure and the most 
precious jewel upon earth.” (Trigl., p. 623 f.) It seems to us, then, 
that upon the principle that the government is the larger parent, or 
the patres patriae as the reformers call civil rulers (Trigl., p. 621), 
it should be plainly evident to all that, when necessity demands it, 
the Christian may go to the larger parent, the government, for 
material relief, such as food, clothing, shelter, institutional care, and 
the like. This is in full agreement also with Luther’s remarks on the 
First Commandment: “For our parents, and all rulers, and every one 
besides, with respect to his neighbor, have received from God the 
command that they should do us all manner of good, so that we re- 
ceive these blessings not from them, but, through them, from God. 
For creatures are only the hands, channels, and means whereby God 
gives all things, as He gives to the mother breasts and milk to offer 
to her child, and corn and all manner of produce from the earth for 
nourishment, none of which blessings could be produced by any 
creature of itself. Therefore no man should presume to take or give 
anything except as God has commanded, in order that it may be 
acknowledged as God’s gift and thanks may be rendered Him for it, 
as this commandment requires. On this account also these means of 
receiving good gifts through creatures are not to be rejected, neither 
should we in presumption seek other ways and means than God has 
commanded. For that would not be receiving from God, but seeking 
of ourselves.” (Trigl., p. 587.) Consequently, when unemployment 
and other unavoidable conditions force the needy to ask their daily 
bread from their government, they may do so without a feeling of 
shame; for God himself has instituted these civil rulers and has 
given them their power and laid upon them the care of the poor, 
the needy, and the distressed. Thus, when the needy go to the govern- 
ment for food, clothing, shelter, etc., in a time of necessity, as is 
being done by millions to-day, they are in reality going to God Him- 
self, and the food, clothing, and shelter which the government provides 
for them actually are being provided for by God, who uses the civil 
rulers merely as His agents, channels, and instruments for this 
purpose. This fact should be pointed out by our pastors in their 
sermons, and the poor and needy who are now receiving their 
sustenance from the State should be taught to look upon the civil 
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rulers as God’s agents and to thank God for the provisions that are 
made. A general consciousness of this truth on the part of both 
Christians and non-Christians would do much to prevent and root out 
corruption and abuses in modern programs of public poor-relief. 


Public Poor-Relief Must Rest on Law. 


Not only does its divine charter bind civil governments to the 
obligation of protecting the poor and needy coming under their 
jurisdiction, but we see in Scripture that God also reveals the proper 
methods whereby such rulers are enabled to put their programs of 
poor-relief into operation. God provides for the situation by per- 
mitting civil governments to enact laws which have as their purpose 
the insurance of adequate provision for the poor and the protection 
of their rights. Moses, the great lawgiver of Israel, was the trail- 
blazer in this type of legislation. 

Among the many civil laws given by God through Moses were 
the so-called “poor laws” of the Israelites. We shall briefly discuss 


a few of them. : 
The Legal Right to Glean. 


Gleaning in the fields and vineyards was the legal right of the 
poor, the fatherless, and the widows. It was because of this law that 
Ruth went to glean in the fields of Boaz, Ruth 2. This law was set 
forth in Leviticus as follows: “And when ye reap the harvest of your 
land, thou shalt not wholly reap the corners of thy field, neither shalt 
thou gather the gleanings of thy harvest. And thou shalt not glean 
thy vineyard, neither shalt thou gather every grape of thy vineyard; 
thou shalt leave them for the poor and stranger; I am the Lord your 
God,” Lev. 19, 9.10. This law was repeated and somewhat amplified in 
Deut. 24, 19—22. The point we wish to observe is that the right to 
glean was a legal right given to the unfortunate Israelites and to the 
strangers within their gates, Lev. 23,22. It was a part of the Hebrew 
system of public poor-relief. 


The Legal Right to Trespass. 


In addition to the above law of gleaning, the Civil Law of Moses 
also gave the Israelite the right to satisfy his hunger by what is 
termed trespassing. “When thou comest into thy neighbor’s vineyard,” 
writes Moses, “then thou mayest eat grapes thy fill at thine own 
pleasure; but thou shalt not put any in thy vessel. When thou 
comest into the standing corn of thy neighbor, then thou mayest 
pluck the ears with thine hand; but thou shalt not move a sickle 
unto thy neighbor’s standing corn,” Deut. 23, 24.25. We cannot say 
that this law was given alone for the poor and needy, but we are 
sure it was given for the benefit of the hungry. On one occasion 
Jesus and his disciples availed themselves of this legal right of 
trespassing, Luke 6, 1—5. 
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The Sabbatical Year. 

Another very specific “poor law” of the Old Testament was the 
law of the Sabbatical year. “Six years,” said Moses, “thou shalt sow 
thy land and shalt gather in the fruits thereof; but the seventh year 
thou shalt let it rest and lie still that the poor of thy people may 
eat,” Ex. 23,10.11. The claiming of debts was also unlawful during 
this year, Deut. 15,1—4. And the Hebrew bond-servants were to be 
set free in that year, Deut. 12, 12—18. 

The Law of Wages. 

The laws of Moses were very definite in regard to the wages paid 
to the poor. “Thou shalt not oppress an hired servant that is poor 
and needy, whether he be of thy brethren or of thy strangers that are 
in thy land within thy gates. At his day thou shalt give him his 
. hire, neither shall the sun go down upon it; for he is poor and setteth 

his heart upon it,” Deut. 24,14.15. God wanted no “chiseling in” on 

the wages of the poor, Jer. 22,13. In Leviticus the Law stated that 

the poor of the Israelites were not to be compelled to serve as bond- 
. servants, but employed as hired servants, Lev. 25, 39.40. While no 
definite sum is stated as to what should constitute a day’s wages, the 
principle is given that the laborer should not be oppressed. Putting 
it in modern language, we would say the Bible clearly teaches the 
duty of paying a “living wage.” Paul says: “The laborer is worthy 
of his reward,” 1 Tim. 5, 18. 

The Legal Right of Justice. 

It is a well-known fact that the rich are frequently favored in the 
courts. “He that has the money has the power” is a truism which needs 
no statistical corroboration to be believed among us. God sought to 
avoid this corruption among the Israelites through a clear law on 
equality of justice. Lev.19,15 we read: “Thou shalt not respect the 
. person of the poor nor honor the person of the mighty; for in right- 
eousness shalt thou judge thy neighbor.” The law as given in Deuter- 
onomy insures justice also to the stranger, Deut.1,16.17; 24,17. 
Other well-known references are Ps. 82,24; Jer. 22,15.16; Is. 8, 
18—15; Neh. 5, 1—3. 

We are led to conclude, then, that the duty of protecting the 
rights of the needy and of providing for their wants is fundamental 
to all civil government. And when our own Government, national, 
State, and local, enacts laws for the protection and relief of the poor, 
it is but following out its God-given prerogative. That such laws 
may not always be effectively administered and that abuse may creep 
in through the inefficiency and corruption of public officials we 
readily admit, but even under such conditions the underlying prin- 
ciples of public poor-relief are not affected whatsoever. 

Summing up our argument, we would say, then, that the in- 
dividual Christian, the local congregation, and the affiliated congre- 
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gations have a duty to the poor. But they do not have the sole duty. 
The State, as we have shown, also has this duty; and since each has 
the duty, each is bound to fulfil it according to his own measure and 
degree. If the burden to care for her poor lies within the power of 
the Church, then certainly she should not seek to shift this burden to 
the State. But when an emergency exists, it is the clear teaching of 
Scripture that the government must also assume its part of the load. 
The only question that remains to be answered is this: “When should 
the Christian call upon the State for relief?” The answer to this 
question is also found in God’s Word. 


The Ministry of the Word the Church’s First Duty. 


In our enthusiasm to insist upon congregational poor-relief let 
us not overlook the fact that the primary duty of the congregation 
is the Office of the Keys. The first duty of the Church is always the 
preaching of the Word and the administration of the Sacraments. 
Dr. Walther points to this primary duty of the Church in his brilliant 
book Die rechte Gestalt, where he says: “The congregation is in duty 
bound in the first place to see to it that God’s Word dwells richly 
in its midst and is made effective.” (P.31.) This is a Lutheran 
principle which is frequently mentioned in the confessional writings. 
The apostles well knew that their first duty was the ministry of the 
Word; for we read that, when the care of distributing food to the 
needy widows became too burdensome for them, they turned it over 
to others, saying: “It is not reason that we should leave the Word 
of God and serve tables,” Acts 6,2. It is this very principle which 
so plainly distinguishes the Lutheran Church from those who to-day 
so strenuously advocate the preaching of the so-called social gospel. 
We Lutherans by all means must insist on the practise of congre- 
gational poor-relief. We must continue to regard it as a necessary 
work of Christian love; but we must also definitely maintain that 
the first duty of the Churen is the ministry of the Word, the spread- 
ing of the Gospel that Jesus Christ came into the world to seek and 
to save that which was lost. If the resources of the congregation 
permit its caring for the poor besides providing for the ministry of 
the Word, then it should by all means care for its poor and do it 
gladly, as was done in the Apostolic Church. But if her resources 
are not sufficient to permit both, the congregation should stick to 
her first duty as jealously as did the apostles, and she may with © 
a clear conscience turn to her poor and say: “God has given you 
a larger parent, the State. You must in this emergency turn to that 
parent for the relief of your temporal needs.” 

We come now to the last possible situation that might arise, 
namely, that the State as well as the family and the Church is unable 
to provide, or neglects to provide, for the needy. To whom shall they 
turn in this case? There are times when such situations arise, and 
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under such circumstances there is but one thing left for the needy 
to do. They will be forced to solicit aid from private sources. Our 
concluding thesis will deal with this type of poor-relief. 


7. 

Scripture does not forbid the Christian to solicit relief from 
private sources when necessity demands it. 

The giving of alms is always spoken of in Selene as a laudable 
work, Matt. 6,1—4, etc. In the three well-known cases of alms- 
seeking mentioned in the New Testament there is nothing recorded 
that leads us to infer that God in any way disapproved of soliciting 
alms. Jesus stopped to bless blind Bartimaeus, Mark 10, 46—52; 
Lazarus was carried to Abraham’s bosom by angels, Luke 16,22; and 
the impotent man was granted the permission to arise and walk, 
Acts 3, 6. Of Cornelius, the Roman centurion, we read: “Thy 
prayers and thine alms are come up for a memorial before God,” 
Acts 10, 1—4. We do not hesitate to say, therefore, that, when the 
State as well as the family and the Church is unable to provide or 
fails to provide for the poor and needy, they may solicit aid from 
individuals or from groups or agencies organized for that purpose, 
such as welfare boards, community chests, endowments, or the like. 
And when this is done, the admonition of Jesus, it seems to us, still 
applies: “Give to him that asketh of thee, and from him that would 
borrow of thee turn thou not away,” Matt. 5, 42. 

When soliciting aid from private sources becomes habitual, we 
usually refer to it as begging. This type of poor-relief is fraught 
with many dangers to society. The early Christians looked upon 
begging as shameful and for three centuries after the founding of 
the Christian Church did not permit their poor to beg. However, 
indiscriminate almsgiving was practised by the Church on a large 
scale, and as a result, as time went on, begging became an ugly 
octopus that spread out its gluttonous tentacles in all directions. 
“In every town,” says Uhlhorn, “there were crowds of beggars. They 
filled the highroads and went from place to place, lay by hundreds in 
the public places, and especially before the churches, naked, hungry, 
shivering from cold, sick, and emaciated, calling on passers-by for 
assistance, showing their wounds, their sores, their deformities, and 
trying in every way to excite compassion.” (Christian Charity in 
the Ancient Church, p. 243.) The sermons of the great preachers, 
Chrysostom, Ambrose, Augustine, and others, were full of references 
to the beggars and to their plight. Conditions grew worse with each 
passing year, and we read: “So great a multitude of beggars had in 
the reign of Valentinian II congregated in Rome that the emperor 
caused an investigation to be made and all beggars capable of work 
to be expelled from the city. Beggary could no longer be suppressed, 
as indeed it never can be by merely compulsory laws; hence the 
attempt was made to organize it, this age being in this respect also 
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the precursor of the Middle Ages.” (Uhlhorn, ibid., p. 272.) Monas- 
ticism now began to flourish in the Christian world, and under it 
beggary increased until it became a curse upon the fair name of 
Christendom. Luther, in his appeal TJ'0 the Christian Nobility, written 
in 1520, bewails the evils of mendicant monasteries and begging. 
He says: “It is one of the most urgent necessities to abolish all 
begging in Christendom. No one should go about begging among 
Christians. It would not be hard to do this if we attempted it with 
good heart and courage: each town should support its own poor and 
should not allow strange beggars to come in, whatever they may call 
themselves: pilgrims or mendicant monks. Every town could feed 
its own poor; and if it were too small, the people in the neighboring 
villages should be called upon to contribute. As it is, they have to 
support many knaves and vagabonds under the name of beggars. 
If they did what I propose, they would at least know who were really 
poor or not.” (Luther's Primary Works, Wace and Buchheim, p. 70.) 

The Protestant Reformation did much to root out the flagrant 
evils of mendicancy, and to-day we have comparatively few profes- 
sional beggars on our streets or roaming through our land. We 
believe it is complimentary neither to the Church nor to the State 
to have hordes of professional beggars plying their trade in a land 
as resourceful as ours. Modern social science as well as Christianity 
knows of better ways of caring for the poor. There are students of 
both the Bible and society who regard professional begging as an 
unnecessary evil, subversive of the best interests of a community and 
fraught with many dangers, as history only too vividly portrays. But 
the fact remains none the less that Scripture does not forbid it. 
In some instances it is still the only way available for the poor to 
obtain the necessities of life and the care and protection needed. 
And we are forced on the basis of Scripture to declare that, when 
circumstances force one to do so, even the Christian may beg with 
a clear conscience. Whether or not he solicits his help from in- 
dividuals, groups, or agencies does not alter the principle involved, 
unless such soliciting would involve a denial of one’s faith. 

What the outcome of this depression is going to be no one seems 
to be able to foretell. One thing, however, is plain: the problems of 
the poor and needy are so vital and fundamental to community wel- 
fare that they should receive the most earnest attention, not only 
from government officials, but from all consecrated Christian leaders 
as well. It may be that as a result of the present economic crisis the 
foundations of a new era are being laid. The past is gone. The future 
lies before us. Let us meet it with courage and faith, and by all 
means let us not forget the poor. “He that oppresseth the poor 
reproacheth his Maker; but he that honoreth Him hath mercy on 
the poor,” Prov. 14, 31. 

Kansas City, Mo. Virtus GLor. 
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Der Schrijtgrund fiir die Lehre von der satisfactio vicaria. 
al (Fortjekung.) 


9. Chrijtus der Siindentriger. 

Sef. 53,46: Gemwiflidh unfere Rranfheit—er hat 
getragen, und unfere G&hmergen — er hat fie auf 
fim geladen. Und wir adteten ifn fiir einen Gee 
{fGlagenen, cinen Gegeifelten bon Gott und Nieder- 
gebeugten. Mber er — berwundet ijt er um unfere 
erceveltaten, erift germalmt um unfere Miffetaten. 
Die Zidtiqgung unfers Wohlergehens auf ihm, und 
Durd feine Strieme ward Heilung uns. Wir alle 
wie Scafe irrten wir umber, jedermann auf feinen 
Weg wandten wir uns, und Yahve liek ifn die 
SmGuld unfer aller treffen. 

Der Prophet Yefaias unter dem Rreug des Heilandes — fo hat 
man mit Redht das ganze 53. Rapitel feines Buches bezeichnet. Denn 
hier wird un3 das Leiden unfer3 Heilandes, fein fchmachvoller Rreuzes- 
tod, nicht nur im allgemeinen borgefithrt, fondern die BVefdhreibung geht 
ein auf die eingelnen Biige, und befonders Urfache und Frucht werden 
im eingelnen befdrieben. Qn den erjten Verfen fcildert der Prophet 
Die niedrige Geburt, die KnechtSgeftalt des Crlofers. Yun aber fihrt 
er un das Kreugesleiden des Heilandes vor. 

Sn heiliger Erjtaunung und Erjchiitterung ruft der Prophet aus: 
Gemiklic, firtwahr, jedennocd) (verumtamen), unfere Rranf- 
heit—er hat [fie] getragen, und unfere Shmerzen — 
er hat fie auf fim geladen. Wenn man hort, wie unfaglid 
das Leiden des Knechtes Gottes ijt, fo fragt man univillfiirlid: 
Warum? Der Prophet zeigt, was diefes einzigartige Leiden gu be- 
Deuten hat. Cr redet im Namen der Glaubigen aller Beiten, die das 
Geheimnis deS jtellvertretenden Leidens Chrijti auf Grund des Wortes 
Gottes gu verjtehen fucden. Der ganze Zujammenbhang zeigt ja, dah 
Der Knecht des HErrn fiir die ganze Menfchheit gelitten hat, dap er 
fiir alle Giinder gejtorben ijt. Wber eben die Glaubigen erfennen den 
Croft deF LeidenS Chrijti und wenden ihn auf fich an. Diefe find ec, 
Die eS tviffen und e3 immer beffer lernen, dak dad ftellvertretende Leiden 
Chrifti dem gangen menjdliden Gefchlechte und darum auch ihnen galt. 
Dabei liegt fchon in der Koordination bon uns und er und in der 
Entgegenjtelung der Pronomina die Ydee der Stellvertretung: Cr 
fiir uns. 

Unfere Rranfheit — er hat getragen. Die fchweren Leiden, die 
ihn fo verachtlic) machten, dag er gar feinem Menfchen mehr abhnlid 
fah, das twaren, das find unfere Rranfheiten, unfere Schmergen. 
Das find die Folgen der Siinde, wie wir fie Hatten erdulden follen. 
Und mit grogem Nachdrucf jtellt der Prophet die Tatfache der Stell- 
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pertretung in den Mittelpunft: Cr hat getragen; ex hat auf fich ge- 
laden. Dap der Changelift Matthaus, Rap. 8,17 (9,12), diefe Worte 
gitiert, gibt uns einen tiefen Cinblic€ in die Kranfheitsheilungen YCfu. 
Dap Chriftus die Kranfen durch fein WAllmadhtsiwort feilte, das ware 
night moglich getwefen, tenn er nicht jtellvertretendertweife alle Wee, 
alle RKranfheiten, alle Schmergen der Menfchheit auf fich genommen 
hatte. Chrijtus hat die Kranfen gebeilt als Prophet, machtig von Taten 
und Worten, aber zgugleich als unfer Hobherpriefter. Cr hat die Folgen 
der Siinde felber an unferer Statt erfahren und gefoftet, fonft hatte er 
fie Den Menfchen gar nicht abnehmen fonnen; denn die Giinde hat 
unausbleiblic) immer folche Folgen. Chriftus hat fo fein hohepriefter- 
LicheS Wmt bertwaltet, hat fiir un3, an unferer Statt, gelitten, nicht nur 
erjt am Kreuz, fondern fein ganges Leben Tang. Gein ganges Leben 
war ein beftandiges Crdulden, Entbehren; er war feinen Augenblicd 
feine3 Lebens ficher. Cbhrijtus hat an unferer Statt die Leiden diefer 
Beit durchfoftet wie fein anderer; aber e3 toaren eben unfere Rranf- 
heiten, unfere Schmergen, die auf ihm lagen. 

Weil wir im Glauben diefe Crfenntnis haben, darum bez 
fennen wir mit Dem Propheten weiter: Und wir adteten ifn 
fiir einen Gefdlagenen, einen Gegeifelten bon 
Gott und Niedergebeugten. Das Wort yz jdliest in fid 
Sdhlagen, durch Streiche Plagen, und man fann e3 wohl mwieder- 
geben: von Gottes Geifel oder Plage getroffen. Das find die Ge- 
Danfen, Die jich etiva ein Durchjchnittsmenfceh machen mu, toenn er 
die Vefchreibung der Leiden Chrifti Lieft oder Hirt. Go haben wir 
bordem auch gedacht, tie alle getwihnlicen Menjchen denfen. Weil 
Kranfheiten und Sdhmergen Folgen der Siinde find, dDarum feblieRt man, 
Daf einer, Der fo leidet wie Der Knecht des HErrn, bon Gott gefcdlagen, 
gegeifelt, geplagt, verflucht ift. Cr ijt gemwiflich ein Mtiffetater, den 
Gott gefunden hat, der empfangt, was feine Mijjetaten twert find. 

Aber auf diefes VBefenntnis der Glaubigen, das ihre friihere Meit- 
nung twiedergibt, folgt nun die rictige Crflarung: Wher er tft ber- 
wMundet um unfere Freveltaten, er ijt germalmt um 
unfere Miffetaten. Wiederum wird mit Nachdruct auf den 
leidenden CErlifer hingewiejfen: Gr, der uns allezeit vor Wugen jtehen 
follte, er, Der diefe unfagbaren Martern ausgeftanden hat. Wusdriiclicd 
redet der Prophet hier auf feiten der Menfchen, der Glaubigen, von 
tibertretungen, Miffetaten, Freveltaten. Diefe find e3, die ihm die 
furchtbaren Qualen verurjacht haben; diefe find eS, um derentiwillen er 
einen fo gewalijamen Tod erleiden mufte, den Tod eines Mijjetaters. 
Was hier befchrieben wird, ift offenbar die Rreugesmarter; nur dak 
eben die Kreugesmarter fiir die alttejtamentlicen Frommen in ein ge- 
wifjes Dunkel gehiillt war. Wie in Pf. 22, find die eingelnen Biige 
fpegififeh die des Gefreugigten. Wenn einer die Coangelien fennt, fo 
fann fiir ihn fein Ziveifel fein, daj uns Hier der gefreugigte Chriftus 
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borgemalt wird. Der Heilige Geijt hat, indem er fo die eingelnen 
Kreugesmartern und -qualen durd) den Propheten geoffenbart hat, das 
Warum der Heilsbegierde anregen wollen. Chriftus ijt wie ein Niffe- 
tater Durchbohrt worden; er ijt gang germalmt, zerjcdhlagen. Bn diefem 
getwaltjamen Tode, in diejer Todesmarter, gipfelt das Weh, das Leiden, 
Die Schmergzen de Meffias. Und das alled hat er erduldet bon wegen 
unjers FrebvelS, unferer itbertretung. Wir haben uns der ibertretung 
fduldig gemacht; wir haben das Recht, die gittlichen Gebote, verkehrt; 
twir haben durch unfere Giinden Treubruch begangen. Go fchredlich find 
Diefe itbertretungen in Gottes Augen, dak das Strafaquivalent nicht ein 
einfacher Tod ijt, jondern der bittere, fchmergliche Tod de Kreuges mit 
feiner unfaglicen Pein. 

Wher eben damit, dak Chriftus die Qual und Pein und Marter, die 
alS Folge der Siinde iiber uns ergehen follten, auf fic) genommen und 
getragen hat, dDarum heift eS weiter: Die Bidhtigung unfers 
Wohlergehens auf ifm und durd feine Strieme un-z 
fere Heilung. Hier ijt die Rede bon Dw, dem eigentlidjen terminus 
technicus fiir Gtrafe. %lle$, was genannt war: Kranfheit, Schmerz, 
Verwundung, Verfluchung, ijt Strafe Gottes, Strafe iiber die Siinde. 
Wieder werden die Pronomina nebeneinander und gegeneinander ge- 
ftellt: unfere Strafe auf ihm. Die Zzeitlide und die ewige Strafe, 
Die wir Hatten erdulden follen, hat er auf jich genommen. Cr hat die 
Ziicdhtiqung auf fic) fommen lLajjen, er hat die Striemen an feinem Leibe 
erduldet. Wuf das entfchiedendjte twird die Gtellvertretung betont: 
Dadurch unjer Wobhlergehen, dadurch unjere Heilung. Er lieR Fluch und 
Verderben fein Haupt treffen, damit wir Frieden mit Gott Hatten; 
er lie® jich berwunden und geifeln, er bot feinen Miicen dar denen, dic 
ihn jchlugen, und feine Wangen denen, die ihn rauften, damit wir 
Heilung Hatten. Wenn auch in diefem Leben die Folgen der Siinde bis 
gu einem getvijjen Grade bleiben, fo dak Kranfheit, Weh, Schmerzen, 
Tod fich noch bet uns halten, fo ijt doch dies alles fiir die Glaubigen 
feine Strafe mehr, feine Pein, tweil der Stachel nicht mehr darin ijt. 

Um nun aber die Stellvertretung noch gang befonders flarzumaden, 
gibt der Prophet eine Vefdhreibung der Menfden, tie fie in fich von 
Natur jindD: Wir alle, mie Sdafe irrten wir umber, 
jeDermann auf feinen Weg wandten mir uns. Das 
Saf ijt in der ganzen Schrift ein Bild folcher, die leicht und bald vom 
Wege abirren und verlorengehen. Yn feiner Befdhreibung fagt der 
Prophet nun gang flar und ohne Ritcthalt, dak twir alle, wie die Men- 
fen iiberhaupt, wie Schafe in der Srre gehen, ja dak jedermann ohne 
Wusnahme fich feinem eigenen Wege gutvandte, daR er bon Natur tat, 
twa ihm eben beliebte. Und darum Hatten wir auch nach Gottes Ge- 
rechtigfeit und Heiligfeit die Folgen diejer Verirrung tragen und dulden, 
twir batten in unjere Blindheit dahingegeben werden follen. Wber eben 
hier geigte jich Der BundeSgott als der Vater aller Barmbergigfeit und 
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der Gott aller Gnaden. Yahve lieR ifn die SwHhuld unfer 
aller treffen. SDiefer Sab zeigt un3 den Mittelpuntt der Lehre 
pon der jtellvertretenden Genugtuung Chrijti. Chrijtus hat nidt nur 
unfjere Strafe getragen, nicht nur unfere Giimbde auf fich genommen, 
fondern Gott hat jogar die Verfdhuldung unferer Mifjetaten ihn treffen 
Yajjen, Chrijto gugeredjinet. Die itbertretung des gittliden Gefebe3, 
deren wir uns fduldig gemacht Hatten, hatte uns gugerechnet twerden 
follen. Wber eben diefe Zurechnung unferer Schuld hat fic) durd) die 
Stellvertretung Chrijti fo gewandt, dak fie nun ihm angeredjnet twor- 
den ijt. Gott hat den fiir uns zur Giinde gemacht, der bon Feiner 
Giinde toupte. Chriftus ijt fiir uns ein Fluch geworden. Gott hat 
Chrijtum als Frevler, als Gottlofen, angefehen und demgemap bez 
handelt. Kraft feiner Stellvertretung ijt er der Mtiffetater, und wir 
find die Schuldlofen, die Unfduldigen. Das ift die gittliche Weife der 
Erldfung, die durch Efum Chriftum gefdhehen ijt. Mit diefer Wahrheit 
finnen twit die Getwijfen berubigen und jtillen. Chrijtus ijt der Siinden- 
trager, der Schuldtrager. YG. E.R. 


a 
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Dispofitionen iiber die erfte von der Synodalfonferenz 
angenommene Cvangelienreife. 


Palmfonntag. 
Yoh. 3, 22—36. 

Das altfirchlide Cvangelium fiir den Palmfonntag ergzabhlt, twie 
SCjfus feinen feierliden Cingug in Yerufalem hielt, um dort fiir die 
Menfchen gu leiden und gu fterben, und twie feine Yiinger ihm bet diefem 
Cingug halfen. Das vorliegende Evangelium ergahlt, wie der groke 
Vorlaufer de3 HErrn diefem den Weg bereitete in die Hergen der Men- 
jen, indem er treulich bon Chrijto geugte als dem Sohn Gottes und 
Heiland der Menfdhen und feine Viinger und Nachfolger gu Chrijto 
wie3. — Das ift die Wufgabe aller Diener der Kirche. — GSollen fie aber 
das in rechter Weife tun, fo miiffen fie Yohannes zum Vorbild nehmen 
und bon ifm lernen. 


Sohanni$ deS Taufers lebtes HffentlideS Zeugnis von Chrijto. 

1. Was war die Veranlaffung gu diefem Beuge- 

nis? 

2. Was war deffen BYnhalt? 

1. 

a. $Gfus hatte in Yerufalem, im Tempel und privatim, vor 
Nifodemus, fich alB den verheipenen Meffias und Heiland dargeftellt. 
Dana gog er mit feinen Biingern weiter fiidlidh ind jiidifehe Land 
Ginein und hatte dafelbit fein Wefen mit Hien und taufete”. Dod 
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fiehe Rap. 4,2. Nun BV. 2a, nicht weit von dem Ort, wo FEfus und 
feine Siinger wirften. Der Grund, weshalb Yohannes gerade hier 
taufte, war der, dap viel Wafer dafelbjt mar und viele Yuden Zu 
feiner Taufe fich einjtellten, V.23b. Bohannes wirfte treulicd in feinem 
Amt, bis Gott feinen treuen Diener ausfpannte, V.24. Mun B. 25. 
Wabhrfidheinlidh disputierte man dariiber, wo die rechte Taufe gu finden 
fet, bet Sohannes oder bet SEfu. Und fo famen die Yuden gu Yohannes, 
und deffen Singer jpraden: VB. 26. Das war den Giingern Yohannis 
argerlich, Dak SEjus auch taufte und alles Volf gu ihm fief. Dieje 
Siinger Hingen gu fehr an ibres Meijters Perjfon und achteten gu twenig 
auf feine Lehre. 

b. Shnliche Dinge fommen heute bor in chrijtlicen Gemeinden. 
Leute haben ettwa einen tiictigen Prediger, der gropen Zulauf hat und 
in grokem Gegen twirft. Rommt nun ein anderer Prediger und treibt 
dasfelbe Werk, predigt Gottes Wort rein und lauter und gewinnt Seelen 
fiir Das Reich Gottes, und ,,verlieren” jene etlicje Seelen an Ddiefe, fo 
twerden jene eiferjiichtiq und flagen, dak ,jedDermann” gu dem neuen 
Prediger lauft und der Zulauf zu ihrem Prediger abnimmt. Wie foll 
Da Der guerjt genannte Prediger jich verhalten? Cr foll rubig fort- 
fahren, treu und mutig von Chrifto gu geugen. So tat Yohannes. 

Horen wir nun das Zeugnis Nohannis. 


2. 


B.27. Den Erfolg der AWrbeit fann allein Gott geben. 

B.28; vgl. Soh. 1,20.30. Das ijt eins. Der Prediger mup 
erfennen, dak er nicht der Herr der Kirche ijt, fondern nur Chrifti 
Diener, der die Menfehen gu ihm tweijen foll. Yohannes fprach tweiter: 
B.29a. Die Braut ijt die Hrijtlide Gemeinde. Die hat FEjus; er ift 
der BSrautigam. ,Sch“, fpracd Yohannes, ,,bin nur der Diener und o, 
Der Freund deS Brautigams. Yh ftehe dDarum und Hire ihm zu und 
freue mich hoch iiber de3 Brautigams Stimme, die iiberall da ijt, wo 
fein Wort erfdhallt. Diefe meine Freude ijt nun voillig, V.29b.c. ,,Das 
franft mid nicht, dag Leute gu ihm gehen, fondern das freut mid. 
Er mu wadfen, id aber mug abnehmen, B.30. Auch ihr, meine 
Pinger, miigt bon mir wegz und gu ihm hingehen. Gein ijt die Ehre 
und fein das Reid, nicht mein.” Nohannes fucht nist feine Cbhre, 
feinen MRubhm, fondern Chrifti. Das muf jeder Prediger tun; 
fonjt ijt er eben fein treuer Diener Chrijti. Wer feine eigene Ehre, 
feinen eigenen Ruhm, feinen eigenen Vorteil fudt, der taugt nicht zum 
Dienjt im Reich Gotte3. Wie follte fich auch ein fterblider Menjch 
untertwinden, Chrijti Stelle eingunehmen? Gr ijt von der Erde und 
redet bon der Erde, fein ganges Denfen und Empfinden ijt irdijch. 
Wenn er recht predigen fann und predigt, fo ift ihm das bon oben ge- 
geben. Cbrijtus aber fommt bon oben her, bom Simmel; er ijt iiber 
alle, iiber alle Menfden hod erhaben, B.31. Wenn er redet, redet er 
aus feinem Cigenen, zeugt, was er gefehen und gehort hat im Rat der 
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feiligen Dreieinigfeit. Cr allein ijt fabig, HEre und Haupt der Ge- 
meinde gu fein, B. 32a. 

Und nun mifeht fich eine Rage in Sohanni3 Zeugni3 von Chrifto: 
G%.32b. Sohannis Singer jagten: ,VJedermann fommt gu ihm.” 
Sohannes fagt: Niemand ufw., V.27. Das ift jedes rechtjdhaffenen 
Predigers Klage. Val. Fef. 53,1. — Doh Yohannes fahrt freudig fort: 
%.33.34a. Cin folcher erfahrt an feinem Herzen und fpricht e3 als 
feine itbergeugung aus, da} das von Chrijto verfiindigte Wort Gottes 
Wort und die Helle Wahrheit ijt. YEfus bon Nazareth ijt eben der bon 
Gott mit dem Heiligen Geijte ohne Ma gefalbte Heiland und Meffias. 
Er ijt Der Prophet, der in die Welt fommen follte, 5 Moj. 18, 18; 
Kf.45,8; GSebr.1,8.9; Apojt.10,38. B.35: Wiles, nicht nur das 
groke Erldfungsiverf, fondern alles, Himmel, Erde, Holle, Tod und 
Leben. B. 36a: Er befommt e3 nicht erjt, fondern Hat e3. 
BY. 36b: Der Born, der von Natur auf ihm Liegt, Eph. 2,3b, und der 
durd feinen Unglauben, fein Veriverfen de3 Beugnijjes Chrifti, gejteigert 
und verfdarft wird, bleibt auf ihm, Eph. 5,6. 

Nicht Lange nach diefem Tebten Sffentlicden Zeugni Yohannis von 
Chrijto wurde der treue Diener de3 HErrn ins Gefangni3 gelegt 
und feblieBlich enthauptet. Aber fein Zeugnis war nicht vergeblid. 
Val. Matth. 11, 2—6; 14, 12. Wielleicht blieben die Diinger 
Sohanni nun bejtandig bet YEfu. — Wollen wir Seelen fiirs Simmel 
reich gewinnen, fo miijfen tir nicht allerlet Riinfte erfinden und antwen- 
den, fondern einfaltiqg und treu von Chrijto geugen als dem menfd- 
gewordenen Gottesfohn, als dem von Gott gefalbten Heiland, dem vom 
Himmel gefommenen BSrautigam der Seelen. Wenn das nicht Hilft, 
Dann Hilft nichts. Aber etliche Seelen werden alletwwege durch fold 
Zeugnis gewonnen. Gind twir’s? %. W Rimbad. 


Griindonner$tag. 
Matth. 26, 17—30. 

Petrus und Yohannes atten auf YEfu Wunfd hin die nodtigen 
Vorbereitungen getroffen, dag er mit feinen Giingern gum [ebtenmal 
das Saframent des Alten Teftaments genieBen fonnte. Bet diefem 
Mahl hatte der Liebe Heiland noch viele hergliche und trojftlide Worte 
an feine Siinger gerichtet, die uns Johannes in feinem Cbvangelium 
aufbewahrt hat. Yn unjerm Tert wird uns nur erzabhlt, wie YEfus - 
Sudas bor der Sitnde twarnt, die er gu begehen beabjicdtigt. Das war 
Liebe, Liebe, wie jie nur der Heiland haben fonnte gegen den, der 
ifn verraten twollte. Hier war Treue, wahre Hirtentreue, einem Schaf 
ertviefen, Das die Herde verlafjen wollte, um fide ind Verderben gu 
jtiirzen. 

Heilandsliebe und Hirtentreue war e3 auch, tas YEfum bewwog, 
das Saframent deS heiligen Whendmahls bei feinem Iebten Pajjahmahl 
eingufeben. Wir betrachten: 
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Die Cinfesung des Heiligen Abendmahls 
und bliden dabei 
. auf den bohen Gajtgeber; 
. auf das Fojtlidhe Mahl felbit; 
3. auf die geladenen Gajfte; 
. auf den grogen Gegen des MaHls. 


1. 


a. Der Gajtgeber ijt der HErr Chriftus felbjt, der Gottmenfd, der 
Wahrhaftige, Wiweife, Wmacdhtige; nicht ein gewodhnlicher Menjch, nicht 
ein gewohnlider irdijdher Konig ijt der Gaftgeber, fondern der Konig 
de3 Himmels dedt den Tijch und ladet feine Singer gu Gaijte. 

b. Bedenfen wir aber auch, dak der Gajtgeber bet diefem Mahl der 
liebreiche Seiland ijt, derjelbe Heiland, der wahrend feiner dreijahrigen 
WAmtstatigteit fo viele Beiweife feiner Liebe gegeben hatte. Cr Iadcet 
feine Singer ein al3 feine Gajte gum lebten Vermadtnis jeiner Liebe. 
WS der Erblafjer hinterlakt er ihnen und allen Chrijten eine reiche, 
herrlide Erbjchaft, die er aus unendlicher Licbe allen Menjfchen erz 
wworben und durch feinen Tod am Kreuz fiir alle Zeiten beftatigt hat. 

ce. Und er, der HErr Chriftus, ijt jebt noch der Gaftgeber bei jeder 
Feier deS Heiligen Abendmahls. Sein heiliger Mund feqnet und heiligt 
heute noch Brot und Wein und jpridt: ,,Das ijt mein Leib; das ijt 
mein Blut.“ Seine allmadtigen Hande teilen immer noch das Heilige 
Pfand feiner Liebe aus, namlich durch die Hande feiner Diener, die dabei 
die fichtbaren Werfgeuge find, die alles tun auf jeinen Befebl, in feiner 
Kraft und aus Liebe gu ihm. 

2. 

a. ,»Das ijt mein Leib; das ijt mein Blut”, jo fpricdt Chrijftus, 
der Gajtgeber. Gr teilt alfo wirflich feinen Leib und fein Blut aus in, 
mit und unter dem Grot und Wein im Abendmahl. Und bedenfen tvir 
wohl, dak e3 Chrijtus, der Gottmenfd, der Wabhrhaftige, Alltweije, 
Wmachtige, ijt, der dies fagt. 

b. ,€8 ijt der mahre Leib und Blut unfers HErrn YEfu Chrijti 
unter Dem Brot und Wein” im Whendmahl. C8 ijt nicht blok die Wir- 
fung, die Kraft und der Segen de3 Leibes und Blutes Chrifti hier gegen- 
wwartig. Der Leib, der fiir un gegeben ijt, und das Blut, das fiir uns 
bergofjen ijt, find unter den irdifden Zeichen wirklid gegenwartig. 

e. Der Leib und das Blut Chrijti werden twahrhaftig ausgeteilt 
und mit dem Munde bon den Gajten im WAbendmabhl empfangen. C8 ijt 
ein twirflich leibliches Effen und Trinfen, das im WAbendmabhl gefdhieht; 
ydas heift, die irdifdhen Mittel, Brot und Wein, und die himmlifden 
Giiter, Leib und Blut Chrijti, werden gugleich, und gwar mit dem 
leiblichen Munde genommen, jedoch die erjteren auf natiirlice, die 
lebteren auf itbernatiirlice Weife.” Mehmet, effet; nehmet, trinfet; 
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dad ijt mein Leib, das ijt mein Blut”, fagt Chriftus und erflart damit, 
dak daS, was die Finger mit dem Munde empfangen, fein twahrhaftiger 
Leib und fein wahrhaftiges Blut fei. 

Wahrhaft anbetungsvoll ift die Liebe und Treue de3 Heilande3, die 
uns ein fo fojtlides und hohes Mahl bereitet hat. 


3. 


Doch wer find die begnadigten Gajte, die der HErr YEfus gu feinem 
UWhendmahl einladet? Die Antivort auf diefe Frage befommen itr, 
wenn iwir die Gajte anfehen, die an der erjten Feier teitnahmen. 

a. Gie waren arme fiindige Menjchen, die ihren HErrn oft betriibt 
Hatten durch ihre Torheit und Hodmut, Tragheit und Sdhwachheit, Un- 
perjtand und verfehrten Gifer, Reinglauben und Unglauben. Und 
DdDennod) reidt Der HErr ifnen das Whendmabhl; denn fie waren 

b. arme Giinder, die iiber ihre Giinden betriibt maren und denen 
ihre Sinden viel Mot und Miihe madten. Gie waren reumiitige, buk- 
fertige Giinder, die ihre Siinden loSwerden twollten. 

ec. Und fie waren Giinder, die bet ihrem Heiland Vergebung fuchten 
und aud) die guberfichtlide Hoffnung batten, daB fie durch ihn, in und 
bet ihm, die erfehnte Vergebung erlangen twiirden. 

Solde armen Giinder, die in Chrifto allein Hilfe, Trojt und Frie- 


den fuchen, find noch heute, ebenfo tvie damals die Singer, twillfommene 
Gajte am Tifeh de3 HErrn und twerden das Abendmabhl gu ifrem Heil 
und Gegen geniefen. 


4, 


a. Chrijtus fpricdt: Das ift mein Blut de3 Neuen Teftaments, 
welches vergojfen ijt fiir viele gur Vergebung der Giinden.” BWergebung 
der SGiinden! Das fehlicht in fich alles, was Chrijtus durd fein Verz- 
fohnungsiwerf fiir un3 ertworben hat; denn wo Vergebung der Siinden 
ijt, Da ijt auch Leben und Geligfcit. Das heilige Abendmahl hat 
Chrijtus alfo gu einem Gnadenmittel eingefebt, twworin er uns fein 
ganges Heil anbietet und fchenft. 


b. Wher noch mehr. Bm hHeiligen WAbendmabhl reicht der Heiland 
das Lofegeld der Giinder felbjt unferm Munde gu einem Giegel und 
Unterpfand feiner Liebe und Gnade. Durch die Darreichung feines 
Leibes und Blutes felbjt twill der Heiland unfern Glauben befonders_ 
ftarfen, unfere Liebe gu ifm und dem Nachften entflammen und unfere 
Hoffnung de etwigen Leben befliigeln. Yndem er unfer Auge und Obr, 
Mund und Herz jo im Abendmabhl auf feinen Opferleib und -blut 
richtet, will er unS Bettler reich machen, unfern Hunger ftillen, unfern 
Durft lofchen, uns Leidende trodften und uns Sdhwade ftarfen. 1 Ror. 10, 
17.21; 11,26; 12,13. &. %. Qanfenau. 
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Rarfreitag. 
Luf. 23, 39—53. 


Golgatha ijt Der Mittelpunft der Weltgefchichte. Hier treffen fich 
die beiden Teftamente. Wlle glaubigen Wugen de3 Alten Bundes blicten 
borivarts auf Golgatha, die des Neuen Bundes Zuriic nach Golgatha. — 
Die grofe Entfdheidung: War Gottes Verheipung Wahrheit oder eitel 
Trug? Aber auch fiir Ysrael; wie Yof. 24,15 und 1 Mon. 18, 21, fo 
ftand jebt das Bolf vor der gropen Entfdheidung: fiir oder wider 
Chrijtum? So fteht heute jeder Menjch vor der gropen CEntfdeidung, 
wann immer das Changelium gepredigt wird; vor allem aber am Karz 
freitag; denn dort auf Golgatha Viegt das Herz de3 Changeliums. 
Cilen wir heute im Geift dorthin! 


Golgatha die Entideidungsititte. 


1. Hier wird das ewige Los der gangen Menfa- 
hett entfchieden. 

2. Hier mupR fidh aud das ewige Los jedes einz 
geInen Menfden ent{[mheiden. 


1. 

Drei Kreuge jtehen auf Golgatha. Das Kreuz in der Mitte sieht 
befonders die Wufmerffamfeit auf fich; dDarum hat man e3 in die Mitte 
geftellt, Bef. 53, 3. Die tieffte Erniedrigung; die KRreugigung der 
fchimpflicdjte Tod, nicht nur unter den Rimern, fondern auc: 5 Mof. 
21,22.23; auch der fchredlichite Tod. Dagu macht der Satan und 
feine getreue Dienerin, die Welt, den lekten Sturm auf den Gefreuz 
aigten, 8.35.37. Sa, Gott felbft fehrt ihm den Riiden. BG. 44. 45a 
ijt nur ein WbHbild deffen, was in feiner Seele vorgeht, Mark. 15, 34. 
Welch eine Marter! Und er der eingige vollfommen Heilige, von dem 
Die Gefchidte weip! Welch cine Traveijtic! 

Uber nein! BV. 46; das meint: Das Werf, das du mir aufge- 
tragen, ijt voll6racht; jebt nimm mich beim! Yoh. 19,30 ergangt, was 
SEfus hier ,laut rief”. Dann verfchied er —hauchte feinen Geijt aus; 
fein eigener Wt (vgl. Matth. 27,50 und Yoh. 19,30, Urtext; ferner 
006. 10,15.18; 6,51; fchon in der Weisfagung, Jef. 53,12). Das 
merfte aud der Hauptmann, Marf. 15, 39. YEfus ftarb nicht twie 
andere Menfden, weil er jterben mufte, fondern weil er fterben twollte, 
offenbar gu einem beftimmten Zine, Matth. 20,28; Mark. 10, 45. 

Das ganze Crldfungswerf liegt in V.46. Adam hatte uns den 
Himmel verloren, 1 Mof.2,17; 3,6. Wir haben das Urteil Gottes 
felbjt taujendfach verdient; eS war feine Hoffnung, Hefef. 18,4; Rim. 
6,23. Aber: Jef. 53,6. Lied 73, 2.3. Gein gangzes Leben lang hat er 
daran gearbeitet; Das Gefeb erfiillt; Denn: Sebr. 7,27 und Rom. 1, 17; 
3,21.22 ufm. Aber Golgatha mute den Ausfehlag geben; e8 galt 
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unfere Strafe tragen, geitlidjen und etwigen Tod. Chrijtus hat beide 
gunidjte gemadt. ,,€8 ift vollbradht!“ 

So ijt auf Golgatha das etvige Los der gangen Menfdheit ent- 
fcieden worden; alle Menjfdjen find durch Chrijtt Verdienft vor Gott 
gereditfertigt; feiner ijt ausgenommen. — Freilich fommt eS jebt dDarauf 
an, ob du das, was dort auf Golgatha fiir dich gefdehen ijt, auch an-z 
nimmft oder nicht. 

2. 

Drei find e3, deren Verhalten auf Golgatha der Text berichtet. 

%.39. Gin veritocter Ginder, voll Bitterfeit gegen Gott und 
Hah gegen Menfehen; doch voll entfeblicjer Todesangjt; fein bifes Ge- 
iwifjen begeugt ihm, daB er nun bald vor dem gerechten Richter erfdeinen 
mug; doch fehrt er dem, der allcin helfen fann, den Riicen; in BVer- 
aiweiflung fabrt er dabin. 

BV. 40—42. Dasjelbe bife Geiwijjen und die Gewipheit, dap er in 
Gottes Gericht nicht bejtehen fann; aber er fieht in dem, der neben ihm 
am Kreuge hangt, den HErrn iiber Leben und Tod, der auch ihm Helfen 
fann. Mit demiitigem Siindenbefenntnis und doch villigem Vertrauen 
wendet er fic) an ifn, B. 42; und er taufeht fich nit, B.48. Gein 
Glaube gibt ifm Mut und Trojt im Sterben. 

B.50—53. Worber fiirdtet er fich, Joh. 19,38, da e3 doch verz 
haltnismagig ungefabrlich war, SCfum gu befennen; jebt, in Der Stunde 
der gropien Gefahr, wagt er e3. Gein Glaube gibt ifm Mut, fiir feinen 
Heiland gu Ieben. 

C3 entjcdheidet itber dein ewigeS Los, wie Du Dich gu dem ftellft, 
was auf Golgatha gefdechen ijt. Keine ernjtere Gejebespredigt als auf 
Golgatha; Lied 89,12. Der Schacher Los hajt du verdient. CSagjt du: 
Die beiden waren Shader? Bijt du mehr? Matth. 5, 22.28. 42; 
15,19; 1%0h.3,14.15.17 uftv. Du Haft einen Seiland ndtig. 

Haltit du eS mit dem Schacher gur Linfen oder mit dem gur 
Redhten? Das Evangelium vberfiindigt dir: Du bijt erlojt; LaRt dich 
das gleichgiiltig? Baumt fich dein alter Stolz wohl gar dagegen auf? 
Nit dir die , Blut-und-Wunden-Theologie” gu altmodifdh? Dann wirjt 
Du fahren wie der gur Linfen, trobdDem Du von Chrijto erlift bift. 
Erfennjt du, dak in feinem andern Heil ijt ufw.2? Befennjt du das 
frei und offen? Flehft du gu ihm: Lied 435,5.62 Wenn dich Gott 
anger leben lapt, nimmit du dir Yofeph gum Vorbild? Lebjt du fiir 
deinen OHeiland, dienft ihm in feinem Reich, gebrauchjt auch Mittel, Cin- 
flug uftv., die Dir in deinem Stande gu Gebote jtehen, gum Beften des 
Reiches Chrijti? 

Schieb die Entfdheidung nicht auf! Wabr ift’s, Gott nimmt nod 
in der lebten Stunde an; aber in der gangen Sdjrift findet fich nur dies 
eine Erempel eines Siinder3, der noch in der Todesjtunde Gnade fand. 
Sage du: Lied 25, 4. Theo. Hover. 
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Oftern. 
Qu f. 24, 1—12. 


Ried 97,1; 112,1. Mit folchen und abnlichen Siegesliedern gibt 
Die hriftliche Kirche Heute wieder aller Welt fund, daB fie mit dem 
GiegeSruf de3 ApoftelS in 1 Kor. 15, 55—57 vdllig itbereinjtimmt. 
Trog aller feindlichen Wngriffe befennen wir von Chrijto, unjerm 
Heilande: ,am dritten Tage wieder auferjtanden von den Toten”. 
Diejes Beugnis ijt in unjern Tagen iiberaus nodtig. Leider wird die 
Auferjtehung Chrijti geleugnet nicht nur bon offenbar Unglaubigen, 
fondern auch von folchen, die nocd) chrijtlide Brediger fein wollen. 
Ach, wie viele Predigten werden heute gehalten, in denen man allerlet 
Gedanfen betont, nur nicht die Tatjache und die Widhtigkeit der Wuf- 
erjtehung Chrijti! Gebe Gott Gnade, dap wir bei der rechten Ofterfeier 
bleiben! 


Am leeren Grabe FEfu finnen wir lernen, wie man redht Oftern feiert. 


1. Dort fann man vollige itberzgeugung finden. 
2. Dort gewinnt man Die Freudigfeit, andern 
Die frohe Bot{daft zu verfiindigen. 


a, 

Die Weiber, die an jenem Oftermorgen zum Grabe eilten, waren 
iiberaus traurig. Gie trugen Spegerci, B.1. Gie glaubten, daB ihr 
inniggeliebter Meifter nod im Grabe fei, dak fie jest feinen Leidnam 
falben miiften, mit andern Worten, dag alle Hoffnungen, die er in 
ihnen ertvedt hatte, nun mit ifm ins Grab gebettet werden miiften. 

Sdon ebe fie Das Grab erreichten, ,,fehr frithe“, merften fie ettvas 
Wuerordentlides, Marf.16,3.4. Der Stein war abgewalst, B. 2. 
Das war merfwiirdig. Der Stein war doch verfiegelt. Man hatte auch 
das Grab mit Hiitern verwahrt, Matth. 27, 66. 

Wis fie ins Grab traten, fam die giweite itberrajdhung: das Grab 
twat leer. Gie fonnten SCfu Leib nicht finden, B. 3. 

Weldhe Gedanfen jest ihre Herzen erfiillten, das finnen tyir uns 
faum bvorjtellen. Gie waren darum befiimmert, 8.4. Statt fich gu 
freuen, wurden fie um fo trauriger. Leider machen tir e3 auch oft fo. 
Obwobhl unjer Lieber Heiland den jchweren Stein unferer Sinden be- 
reit3 abgeiwalgt hat, find mir doc nur gu oft geneigt, die) gang gu 
iiberfehen. Wir follten uns bon Herzen freuen; anftatt dejjen aber 
trauern tir. 

Gott hatte Grofes im Sinn mit diefen Vefuchern am Grabe SEfu. 
Er hatte Engel bom Himmel gefandt, fie gu iibergeugen. Wabhrend fie 
fo befiimmert waren, erfcdhienen ihnen zwei Engel Gottes, V.4. Darauf 
folgte die Botjdhaft diefer himmlifden Prediger. Cin Engel bom Him- 
mel halt die erfte Ojterpredigt (auch die erfte Weihnadhts- und Himmel 
fabrtSpredigt wurde bon einem Engel gehalten). Der erjte Teil diefer 
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Predigt war gleicdfam eine Strafpredigt, V.5. Die Weiber an YEfu 
Grab follten erfennen, dak e3 tiricht fet, fich mit folchen Gedanfen ab- 
gugeben, al fet SEfus nod im Grabe. Gleich darauf folgte: ,,€r ijt 
nicht Hie; er ijt auferftanden”, B.6. Serrliche Troftpredigt! Das 
Grab fonnte ihn nicht halten. Cr fonnte die Feffeln des Todes ger 
reifen. Gr hatte wirflich Macht, fein Leben twiedergunehmen. 

Achten wir wohl darauf, dak auch diefer Bote vom Himmel auf 
das Wort hiniweijt. Befus hatte ja twiederholt von feiner Wuferjte- 
hung geredet, Matth. 12,40; 17, 22.23; 20,18.19; Quf. 18, 31 f. ufo. 
Das twaren geniigend Veweife. Yebt twwaren fie iibergzeugt, VB. 8. 

Bu diefer itbergeugung follten auch wir am leeren Grabe BEfu 
fommen. Der Cvangelift berichtet eine gefchicdtlice Tatjache. Die Er- 
fheinung und die Predigt der Voten bom Himmel, befonders aber das 
Wort Gottes (Verheipung und Erfiillung), liefern fraftige, iibergeu- 
gende Vetweife. Weg mit allen Gedanfen der Furdht oder der Trauer! 
SEfus lebt. Weg mit aller Getwijfenspein! Unfer Geiland lebt. Weg 
mit aller Todesfurcht! Unfer Todesitberwinder lebt. 


2 


Die Weiber fonnten diefe Freudenbotjchaft nicht verfdiweigen, fon- 
dDern muften jie Den andern bverfindigen, B.9. Gie eilten bom Grabe, 
Matth. 28,8; Marf.16,8. Die Aufnahme diefer Ofterbot{dhaft, felbjt 
im Qiingerfreife, war entmutigend fiir die Weiber. Man fcenfte ihnen 
feinen Glauben, BV.11. Man machte e3 wie mance Gelehrte unferer 
Zeit (, Marlein”). Petrus (BV. 12) und Yohannes (Yoh. 20, 2—10) 
licfen al3bald zum Grabe. Gott felbft hat fie dort iibergeugt. Aber 
bet allem Ztveifel der Yiinger lieken die Frauen fich nicht entmutigen. 
Gie berfiindigten die Ojterbotjdhaft. Das gehirte gur rechten Ofterfeier. 

Das gibt uns mancdes gu bedenfen. C8 ijt fein blofer Bufall, 
dak Erfenntnis und Verfiindigung, ,Kommt Her und fehet” (Matth. 
28, 6) und ,,Gebet eilend hin und faget e3” (Matth. 28,7), auch in 
der Oftergefcdhichte gepaart find. Go mill Gott e3 haben. Wir follen 
felbjt itberzeugt werden, damit wir defto beffer Mijfion treiben fonnen. 
Gerade diefen Punkt follten wir auch in unferer lieben utherifden 
Kirche befonder3 betonen. Diefe Mijfionsaufgabe wird fiir uns immer 
dringender. Ye tweiter andere Rirchen von der Predigt des Chan- 
geliums abtveicjen, defto eifriger follten mir e3 berfiindigen. (Man 
betone, twie gerade die Wuferjtehung mit ihrer getvaltigen Beftatigung 
unferer Erldfung uns den rechten Betweggrund gibt, das Werk der 
Miffion zu treiben.) 

Gebe Gott, dag wir felber den herrlicen Ofterfegen genieRen und 
Dabon fejt iibergeugt fein mdgen, dag e8 unfere Pflicht ijt, dafiir gu 
forgen, dag aud) andere diefes Segens teilhaftig twerden!  ,,Rommt 
Her und fehet!” ,,Gebhet eilend hin und faget 3!” 


%. BW. VBehnfen. 
19 
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Oftermontag. 
Quf. 24, 36—49. 


Goeben Hatten die Emmausjiinger in freudiger Errequng von 
ihrem Crlebnis berichtet. Die einen: Wir haben ihn mit unfern eigenen 
Augen gefehen, mit unjern eigenen Obren reden horen. Die andern: 
Er ijt Simoni erfdhienen. Da die Auferftehung ihres Meijters cine 
groke Bedeutung fiir fie habe, das war ihnen fofort flar. Aber die 
ganze Tragiveite diefer Wuferjtehung war ihnen noch verborgen. nde 
blieben fie nicht lange in Untwijfenheit dariiber. Und dann war ifre 
Freude erjt rechter Urt. Dak auch wir allegzeit die groke Bedeutung 
der AWuferjtehung FECfu Chrijti vor Wugen haben mogen! 

Die grofe VBedentung der Auferftehung JEfu Chrifti 
1. fiir unfer perfonlides Glaubensleben, 
2. fiir unfer eigentlides LebensSwert. 


1. 

GB. 36—43. Rurze Darijtellung, mie FEfus fich bemiiht, jeine 
Singer von feiner leiblicen Wuferftehung gu iiberzeugen. Das Berz 
halten der Singer, ihre wachfende Gewipheit, dag ifr licber Meijter 
wirflich lebendig unter ihnen ijt, ift gang menjfchlicd. 

SEjfu Gejftalt, die Wunden an feinen Handen und Fiifen und in 
feiner Seite, fein Gedanfenlejen, fein Efjen, das waren alles befannte 
Biige fiir fie. Co brad bei ihnen denn fcblicklich die freudenreiche 
itberzeugung durch: Ya, er ijt e3 wirklich. 

Nun geigte der HErr, weld grofRe Bedeutung das fiir ihr perjin- 
YicheS GlaubenSleben habe. €8 ijt hauptjachlid dreierlei. BV. 36 Friedce, 
B.37 BVergebung der Giinden, BV.44—46 abfolute Verlaglichfeit der 
Heiligen Schrift. Das bedeutete die Auferjtehung SCju fiir ihr Glau-z 
benSleben. Gie geigte ifnen: Shr habt nun Vergebung der Siinden und 
Daher Frieden mit Gott, Frieden im Gewwijjen. Cie hatten nun dic 
rubige, freudige Gewipheit, dag fie durch Chriftum verjohnte, be- 
gnabdigte Gottesfinder feien. Und die Schriften der Propheten wurden 
ifnen mehr al je die unfehlbare Wahrheit, auf die fie fich jedergcit 
verlaffen fonnten. Das tourde ifnen flar durch die Wuferftehung ihres 
Meijters. Wenn er fie nicht dabon itbergeugt hatte, dann Hatten fie 
fich nicht tréjten fonnen mit der Vergebung der Giinden, hatten feinen 
Frieden gehabt, und die Schriften der Propheten, infonderheit dic 
Worte ihres Meijters, waren ihnen atweifelhaft geworden und geblieben. 
Aber nun ufiv. Gfliicliche und felige Menfden! 

Auch fiir unfer Glaubensleben hat die Wuferftehung KEju diefelbe 
qroke Bedeutung. Cie Zeigt un3, dag Vergebung nicht eine Wahn- 
vorftellung, nicht nur ein fehnliches BVerlangen ijt, fondern ein fertig 
vorliegendes Gut. Wir find wahrhaftig erloft. Gott hat die Siinde 
bergeben; das wird gur Gewikheit durch die AWuferftehung YEfu. 
Haben wir aber BVergebung der Giinden, dann ijt die Sdheidetwand 
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givijden Gott und uns gefallen, dann droht uns nicht mehr Strafe 
und Gericht, dann brauchen wir uns nicht mehr gu fiirdten, B. 38, 
fondern dann gieht ftiller, freudiger, ruhiger Friede in Herg und Ge- 
qoifjen. Wir fagen mit Paulo: Rom. 8, 1.31. 33.34—39. 

Und unfer Glaubensgrund ijt das Wort der Apoftel und Pro- 
pheten, 2 Petr. 1,19. Was Gottes Bort uns fagt, ijt uns abjolut wahr 
und gewiR; da ijt nichts Unbejtimmtes, fein giweifelndes Hine und 
Herwanfen. Wir find nun iiborgeugt, dag unfjer Glaube an unjere 
Erlifung nicht Cinbildung ufiw. ijt, fondern fich griindet auf das etvig 
wahre Gotteswort. 3h glaub’, was YECju Wort verfpricht, Sch fib!’ 
eS, oder fib!’ eS nicht.“ Co finnen wir fingen, weil YEjus Chriftus 
pon den Toten auferjtanden ijt. 

2. 

Nicht nur gur Freude, fondern auch zur Arbeit find die Viinger 
berufen. Sa gerade tweil fie erjt die Freude Hatten, daher nun tiidhtig 
zur Urbeit, die YEfus ihnen gugedacht hat, BV. 47: ,predigen laffen”, 
¥.48. Cie jollten Seugen fein von allem, was YCjus geredet und 
getan bat, von feinem Leiden, Sterben und Auferjtehen, bon der Bez 
deutung dejfen allen. Gie follten in FEfu Namen Bue und Vergebung 
der Siinden unter allen Volfern predigen, miindlid) und fehriftlid. Sie 
follten aljo die berfornen Menfdhen in den Vefib der fojtliden Himmel3- 
giiter: BVergebung der Giinden, Leben und GSeligfeit, bringen. Aber dic 
Groge diefer Wufgabe brauchte fie nicht gu erfdhrecfen, fondern der WAuf- 
erjtandene fagt B.49, er werde fie auSriiften fiir ihre LebenSarbeit. 
Cr werde ihnen den Heiligen Geijt fenden, der ihnen alles geben twerbde, 
was fie ndtig haben iwiirden: Kraft, Erfennini3, Freudigfeit, Mut und 
Geduld in Tribfal; und ihr Beugni3, ihre Predigt twerde er wirfjam 
machen. Gr twerde jelbjt Darin [eben und weben, fo dap ihr Wort werde 
gur lebendigen Gottesfraft werden. Dies twar die groke Bedeutung der 
Wuferftehung SCfu fir wr Lebenswerf. 

Wir, die wir gerecht geworden find durd unfern SErrn YEfum 
Chrijtum und nun Frieden mit Gott haben, denen das Verjtandnis3 
qedffnet ijt, fo dDaR wir die Schrift und darum den feligen Heilsplan 
berjtehen, haben nun auch die LebenSaufgabe, dak wir: 1 Petr. 2,9. 
Von unfern Leibern follen auch Strime de3 lebendigen Wafers flieBen, 
Soh. 7, 38. 

Miffion uf. WAngefichts der Groge diefer Aufgabe, der feindlichen 
Haltung der Welt, der lijtigen WAnfehlage der madhtigen Geijter der 
Finjternis haben wir durd) die Wuferftehing YEfu die trojtlidhe Gewif- 
heit, DaB der Wuferftandene auch un3 feinen Geift geben und dak diefer 
Geift auch un ausriijten werde mit willigem Mut, mit Freudigfeit und 
AWusdauer. — Ya, durch die Auferftehung SEfu haben wir nun ein 
gottmadtiges Gnadenmittel, das Evangelium, cine Gottesfraft, die uns 
de$ Sieges getwif, macht. Auf gu fleigiger Arbeit! 

§. $3. Vouman. 
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Ouafimodogeniti. 
Matth. 12, 33—42. 


Gin befonderes RKenngeiden unferer Beit ijt die Ungewipheit der 
Seligfeit bet fo vielen Menfden. Wie viele felbjt von denen, die zur 
Kirche gehen, leben in Ungewipheit dabin! Yn irdifehen Dingen nehmen 
fie eS fehr genau; da wollen fie ihr Glick nicht auf ungewijje Vermu- 
tungen bauen, jondern bolle Gewipheit haben; handelt eS fich aber um 
Das Heil ihrer unjterblicen Geele, fo geben fie fich mit einem Vielleicht 
oder Wahrideinlic gufrieden. Wie fchreclich ijt das! Und doch fonnen 
und follen alle Menjchen ihrer Seligfeit gemwifR fein. Die Viirg{chaft 
unferer Gewipheit ijt JCjus Chrijtus, der menfdgetwordene Gottesjohn. 
Von feiner Wuferjtehung fallt das Licht riicfwarts und voriwarts. Wir 
griinden die Gewikheit unfers Heils auf FEjum Chrijtum, den Ge- 
freugigten und Wuferjtandenen. 


Chriftt Anferjtehung da8 gewiffe Zeiden unfers Heils. 


1. Gott hat uns diefes Beidhen gegeben. 
2. Sehen wir gu, dDaB e3 uns nist cin Beiden 
zum Geridt wird! 
1. 

Der HErr JEfus erflart jelbjt feine Wuferjtehung fiir das redhte, 
hichite und uniwiderleglichjte Zeichen, das ihn betweijt und beftatiat. 
Veranlafjung gu feiner Rede war das BVegehren etlicer Pharifaer und 
Sechriftgelehrien. Dieje, durch feine vielen andern Wunder, wie fic 
borgaben, noch nicht bon feiner gottliden Sendung iibergzeugt, begehrten 
bon ibm ein Zeiden bom Himmel (Mark. 8,11), BV. 38, ein befonderes 
Luft- oder HimmelSzeichen, das betveijen follte, dak er der HErr des 
Himmels und bom Himmel! gefommen fei. (Voriwand wabhrfdeinlid aus 
den Wundern Mofis und Elias’, 2 Moj. 9, 22. 23; 16, 4. 14; 1 Kon. 
18,38; 2Rdn. 1,10. 12.) 

SEfus verurteilt ihre Forderung als die einer bofen und ehe- 
brecherifden UWrt — eS ijt ein arges, entartetes Gefdledht, das von 
jeber Gott verfucht hat — und waigert fich, ibnen nod irgendein anderes 
Beichen gu geben als das Beichen deS Propheten Jonas, BW. 39. 
(Bgl. Luther, VII, 184.) 

Welches ijt dieS Beidhen? Chrijti Wuferjtehung von den Toten, 
B. 40. Wie Yonas, der von Gott an das tiefverderbte heidnifche Ninive 
gefandte Prophet, drei Tage und dret Nachte in des Walfifdhes Bauch 
war und lebendig herborfam, fo wird Chrijtus dret Tage und dret 
Nachte auf allen Seiten durch das Grab mit Erde umfdlofien fein (im 
Herzen der Erde) und dann aus Tod und Grab wieder [cbendig hervor- 
gehen. Was Chrijtus hier vorherverfiindigt hat, ijt gefdehen. Diefes 
Zeiden des Jonas (Jonas war felbjt den Niniviten ein Beicen, Lut. 
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11,30, ein BVorbild bon Chrijti Begrabni3 und Auferjtehung) ijt das 
hodjte, das untwiderleglidjte Beiden, dak YEfus der ijt, fiir den ex fich 
ausgegeben hat, der Sohn Gottes und der verheigfene Mefjias und 
Seiland der Welt. Wie die Rettung des Yonas, fo ijt auch die Auf- 
erjtehung Chrifti nicht anders gu erflaren als durd die allmadtige Kraft 
deS Idbendigen Gottes. Ym Tode hort alle Macht de3 Menfden auf. 
Ginen Toten lebendig machen ijt ein Werf, das nur Gott tun fann. 
Chriftti Wuferftehung ijt nun das gewiffe Beichen des Heil3, das 
Gott der Vater uns gegeben hat. Wabhrend Chrijti Leiden und Sterben 
recht eigentlich fein Werk war, fo ijt hingegen feine Wuferjtehung recht 
eigentlich feines himmlifden Vaters Werf. Wohl wird in der Heiligen 
Schrift die Wuferftehung Chrijti ihm felbjt gugefdhrieben, teil er als der 
Fiirjt des Lebens fich felbjt auch wirklich das Leben miedergegeben hat, 
aber noc) dfter fagt die Schrift, Da der Vater ihn aufertwect hat. Das 
ijt bon der Hochjten Wichtigfeit; denn durch Chrifti Wuferwecung von 
den Toten hat Gott der Vater vor Himmel und Erde erflart, dak fein 
lieber Gohn uns gewiflich das Heil, die atwige CGeligfeit, durch fein 
Leiden und Sterben eriworben hat, Rim. 4,25. Wusfiihren! 


2 


SEfus feufgt in feiner Seele iiber die Verjtocdung der Suden, dak 
fie felbjt Durch diefes allerherrlicjte Beichen fich nicht gu ihm bringen 
lieben, Marf.8,11.12. Die Apojtel predigten auch den Feinden von 


Chriftt Wuferjtehung und riefen fie zur Bue und gum Glauben, Apojt. 
3,12 ff.; aber jie twaren cine bife und ehebrecherifde Art, BV. 39, die 
allezeit Dem Heiligen Geijt widerftrebte, Wpojt.7,51. Co findigt ihnen 
der HergenSfiindiger an, daB diefes Beichen, das Gott auch ifnen gum 
Heil gegeben hat, ihnen ein Beichen twerden wird zum Geridt. 

B.41.42. Die Niniviten glaubten der Predigt des Jonas, aber 
Dic Nuden bertwarfen das Wort dejjen, der fich durch Wort und Werk als 
den Sohn Gottes und ihren Heiland betwies. Die Kinigin von Mittag 
fam aus fernem Lande, um Galomos Weisheit zu Horen, 1 Kon. 10, 
1—13; aber die Suden famen nicht, um die godttliche Weisheit deffen 
3u horen, der mehr ijt als Galomo, Rol. 2,3; 1 Ror. 1,30. Was die 
unglaubigen Suden taten, tun heute noch alle Unglaubigen. Gie wollen 
nicht annehmen, was Gott auch ihnen bereitet und gugedacht fat. 
Chrijtus ijt ihnen ein Yrgerni3 und eine Torheit; aber e3 wird auch 
ihnen gehen twie Den Yuden. — Noch heute hat die Welt an der Predigt 
bon dem auferftandenen Chriftus ein Nonaszeichen und befommt fein 
andere3, twie fehr fie e3 auch begehrt. Am Diingiten Tag werden auch 
die Unglaubigen fehen gu ihrer eigen Verdammni3, wa fie nicht glau- 
ben twollten gu ihrer Seligfeit, Yoh. 20, 29. 

Seen twir gu, dak Chrijti Auferjtehung nicht auch uns durch unfere 
Schuld ein Beichen wird gum Geridt, dak wir uns nicht an Chrifti 
{hmachvollem Tode argern, jfondern aft uns glauben und felfenfeft 
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gewif fein, Dak CHhrijtus uns durd Leiden und Sterben unfer etwiges 
Heil ertworben hat und durd) feine glorreicde Wuferjtehung von Gott 
dem Bater als unjer vollfommener Heiland bejtatiqt und befiegelt 
tworden ijt. See) ae &. 9. Eaqgers. 


HMijericordias Domini. 
Soh. 10, 1—11. 


Kap. 9,1 bis 10,21 bildet einen Abjchnitt. Veranlajjung gu 
dem borliegenden Tert war die Crfommunifation de3 von Chrijto ge- 
heilten Blindgebornen, die Chrijtus als null und nichtig erflarte durd 
feine Wufnahme des bon ihm Gebeilten, Rap. 9,34—39. Sein Urteil 
iiber feine Feinde reizte diefe gu erneutem Widerjtand gegen ihn als 
einen Gindringling und gegen feine Wufnahme des Verbannten als ein 
Cingreifen in ihr geijtliches Wmt. Biwec de3 vorlieqenden Tertes ijt die 
ihn rechtfertigende und uns warnende Vlofjitellung ihrer Gottlojigfecit, 
die Rechtfertigung feiner Handlungsiveije. BEfus handelt alfo vom 
AWusfhluk aus dem Reiche Gottes und von der Wufnahme in feine Kirche. 


JEfu Ausrnf: ,,Sh bin die Titr.” 


1. Durd Chrijtum allein fommen wir in das 
Himmelreid. 

a. &8 ijt ein majeftatifdmes Wort des etwigen Sohnes Gottes, twie 
%o0h. 14,6; 8,12; Offenb.1,8.11.17, wodurch er fich als Heiland 
aller Menfden offenbart. Giehe Rap.9,35—37. Geine Perfon, nicht 
ein Grundjab, ijt unfer Heiland. (Pieper Dogmatif, ITI, 358.) 

b. Betweis ijt Das Werk, das er eben an dem Blindgebornen getan 
hatte: BVerleihung der leiblicen und geijtliden Sehfraft und °%ufnahme 
in fein Reich, B.9—12.15. Sein Crldfungsmerf. 

ec. Durd ihn allein, weil er die Verfohnung durch fein Blut bez 
twirkt hat, werden wir Schafe feiner Herde, Mitglieder der Gemeinde 
Der Heiligen. C8 ift noch nie ein Menfdh ohne SCjum in das Reich 
Gottes gefommen. Durch ihn miifjen fjowobh!l die Unieryjirten wie aud 
Die Gerde eingehen. 

d. Das Cingehen in da3 Reich Gottes durch Chrijtum bejteht darin, 
dah man Chrijti Stimme hort und ifm im Glauben nachfolgt, B. 4, 
und auf die Stimme der falfden Lehrer, die alle vorgeben, Chrijti 
Unterhirten und unfere Meijter gu fein, nicht Hirt. Das ijt das Merfmal 
recdhter GSeelforger, dag jie im Namen Chrifti fommen, in der Nachfolge 
Chrijti vorangehen, nicht die Glaubigen bannen, fondern fie im Glau-z 
ben an Cbhrijtum befeftigen. Diefen follen und werden die Schafe 
volles Vertrauen geben. 

2.%us dem Reidhe Gottes bleiben alle ausge- 
{dhloffen, die nit durd Chrijtum in dDiefes ein- 
gehen wollen. 
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A. Menfchen, die nicht durch Chrijtum ins Reich Gottes eingehen 
wollen. 

a. Die Pharifaer gur Zeit Chrijti lehrten einen Cintritt in dasjelbe 
und Gliedfdaft darin mit Wusfehlug Chrijti. GSie felber twollten die 
Tiir fein a) fiir fich felber fraft ihrer Werkheiligkeit, ihrer Whjtammung, 
ives Wmtes; b) fiir andere, 3.B. den Blindgebornen, Kap. 9, 34, indem 
fie fico anmaften, nach Willfiir, ihren eigenen Gefeben gemak, Glied- 
fhaft im Himmelreich gu gewahren oder gu veriveigern. Mit einem 
Schein de3 Rechts iibten fie ihre graujame Tyrannei aus an YEfu felbjt, 
an Stephanus, an den andern Apojteln. 

b. SEjus fchildert fie. Gie find a) fcbleichende, lijtige, graujame 
Menfden, Diebe und Mérder, die Menfden um GSeele und Seligfeit 
betriigend, B.1; b) Fremde, die Sehrecfen erregen, BV.5; c) die bet 
alledem gefommen find mit der Behauptung, andere in den Himmel 
fiifren gu finnen, B. 8. 

ce. SEjus fchildert diefe Menfchen, damit mir jie erfennen und 
meiden. — Gibt e3 noc) heute jolchhe Menfdhen? Der Papit gibt vor, 
die Schliijjel des Himmel nach eigener Machtvollfommenheit zu ver- 
walten, aljfo die Tir zum Himmelreich gu fein. Da find ferner alle 
Diejenigen, die Die Lehre bom Amt der Sehliifjel in tyrannijder Weife 
migbrauchen, um eigene Herrjchergeliijte gu befriedigen; die Menge 
derer, Die FEfum als die eingige Tiir gang oder teiltvcife iqnorieren, 


fich felbjt und ihre Lehre an feine Stelle feben. Dadurcdh, dak fic 
Chrijtus hier als die eingige Tiir offenbart, ftempelt er ein fir allemal 
die Behauptung, dak mehr als ein Weg, mehr als eine Tiir in den 
Himmel fibre, als gefabhrlice, grundftiirgende Yrrlehre. 


B. Gie bleiben aus dem Reich Gottes ausgefdlofjien, BV. 6.1.8, 
unt ihres Unglaubens willen, lafjen auch andere nicht hinein, Matth. 
23,13. Wer ihnen folgt, ijt verloren. — Wer feine Seele retten will, 
Darf nicht auf falfche Lehre Hiren, 1 Yoh. 4,1—3. Wollt ihr geftohlen, 
eriviirgt, umgebracht werden? Oder twollt ihr felig werden? 

3. Wer durd Chriftum ins Reih Gottes cingeht, 
qgenieRBt alle Geligfeiten. 

An Hand de3 Tertes jtelle man Vergleiche an. Nene ftehlen, wiir- 
gen, bringen um, B.10; Chrijtus bringt Rettung, Ausgang und Cin- 
gang (Freiheit und Vorrecht im Himmelreich als im Vaterhaus), Weide 
(Gottes Fiirforge fiir Leib und Seele), Leben und volle Geniige, V. 3. 
4.9.11. AWlfo jene find felbjtfiicdhtig, Chriftus opfert fich felbjt, BV. 12; 
jene bannen, Chriftus nimmt auf; jenc nehmen, Chrijtus gibt; jene 
verderben, Chriftus rettet und gibt Leben. Wer durch Chriftum einz 
geht, genieBt alle Seligfciten. Was wollen wir tun? 

G.  Smufal. 
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On Liturgical Customs. 


The following paragraphs are taken from an article by Dr. L. D. Reed 
in the Lutheran of January 30: — 

“It will not be proper, however, to introduce into our services addi- 
tional ceremonies simply because they are either historical, utilitarian, 
interpretative, or symbolical. Regard must be had not only for Reforma- 
tion and pre-Reformation backgrounds, but also for present conditions. 
Edification and spiritual helpfulness must be afforded worshipers to-day 
by every form and ceremony. 

“Many ancient observances found in some sixteenth-century orders, — 
genuflections, osculations, repeated use of the sign of the cross, observances 
of obscure feasts of Mary and of the saints, etc.,— were “hangovers” from 
pre-Reformation days. Generally speaking, they were merely tolerated 
traditions, which were finally dropped when it was realized that they did 
not truly interpret the spirit of Lutheran worship. We cannot appeal to 
occasional instances of delayed change, as if these were marks of orthodoxy. 

“Many of the minor matters which seem so important to extremists 
to-day are either meaningless now or are filled with a meaning which we 
cannot accept. Anything which even implies false doctrine must be ex- 
cluded — genuflections before the altar, the sign of the cross over the 
elements [?], extreme elevations at the consecration, ete. Only that which 
is pure (that is in agreement with Scripture and the Confessions) can be 
admitted. 

“Tnsignificant, fussy, and meaningless practises have no place in Lu- 
theran worship. The mechanics of worship must be as unobstrusive as 
possible. Otherwise a false focus will be introduced and the devotional 
spirit, instead of being quickened, will be deadened by the weight of 
machinery. Details must not attract attention to themselves. Formalism 
will not satisfy men who are seeking reality. 

“This same judgment and sense of propriety must be brought to bear 
upon the extent to which individual practises may be used if introduced. 
A single bow or reverence to the altar at the beginning of the service is 
appropriate. Twenty bows or reverences during the service, one every 
time the minister passes the altar, are objectionable. The sign of the cross, 
if desired, is edifying and permissible at the beginning of the service or at 
the Benediction. Employed repeatedly throughout the service, it becomes 
formalistic, childish, and highly objectionable. It is proper for the min- 
ister to keep his hands joined and his arms from swinging while officiating 
in the chancel. But hands continually and ostentatiously held at a precise 
angle constitute an example of silly formalism. 

“The best ceremonial is that which expresses the rite with which it 
is associated clearly and naturally. The precision and simplicity of the 
Lutheran liturgy require a correspondingly simple, clear, and consistent 
ceremonial. This dare not exist for itself. It must not in any way sug- 
gest the theatrical or the spectacular. This makes elaborate processions 
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with copes, acolytes, capers, thurifers, and incense undesirable. Features, 
too, which are merely decorative or esthetically emotional are questionable. 
In this category belongs the sanctuary lamp with its age-long association 
with the objectionable practise of the host reserved for adoration. 

“These four factors — purity, significance, simplicity, and restraint — 
are fundamental. They, rather than purely historical, utilitarian, inter- 
pretative, or symbolical considerations, must finally determine our de- 
cisions.” 


Bleiben wir ja in Fiuhlung mit der wiffenfdaftliden WUrbeit 
Dentidlands! 


G3 regt fich jebt vielerorts der merfiwiirdige Gedanfe, dak die Luthe- 
rifhen Theologen Amerifas den Gebraud) und das Studium der deutfchen 
Sprache an den Nagel hangen fonnten, tweil viele Paftoren im praftijden 
Umte, in der Predigt und in der Privatfeelforge, fic) nicht mehr der deut= 
fehen Sprache bedienten. Gegen diejfe Stellung ijt aber nicht nur mit 
qrogem Nachdrud gu fagen, dak fein lutherifcher Theolog, der wwirflic) den 
Namen bverdient, ohne das regelmapige Studium Luthers und vieler andern 
erleuchteten GotteSmanner ausfommen fann, fondern auch, daB die Proz 
dufte Deut{chlands auf dem Gebiete der Theologie jo hervorragend jind, dak 
wir jie unbedingt beriidfictigen miiffen. Und dabei fonnen wir un3 nicht 
auf itberfebungen bverlajjen, teil3 teil diefe ofters ungulanglicde Kriicden 
find, teil3 weil e3 platterding3s unmdglich fein wird, mehr al einen Sruch- 
teil der quien Gehriften und Viicher gu itberfeben. Die Bahl der theologi- 
fehen Schriftiteller in Deutfchland, die noch einigermapen auf die lutherijde 
Lehre eingejtellt find, ijt immer noch grog, und mandje von DdDiefen reden 
einem entjchiedenen Luthertum das Wort. 

Unter den Beitfcdhriften Deutfdhlands, die dem allgemeinen Studium de3 
Neuen Teftaments dienen, fteht ,Die Beitfdrift fiir die neuteftamentlide 
Wijfenfahaft” mit obenan. Faft jedes Heft diefer Beitfchrift bringt twenig-z 
ften3 einen Wrtifel, der auch fiir unjere Wrbeit gropen Wert hat. Coz 
dann erfdeinen bejfondere Monographien alS Veihefte diefer Beitidrift. Bm 
Nahre 1934 fam auf den Markt: Helmuth Kittel, ,Die Herrlichfeit Gotte3”, 
Studien gu Gefdichte und Wefen eines neuteftamentlicden Begriffs (ddka), 
ein Seft bon 275 Geiten. Wor gang furgem ijt angefommen: Yan Leunis 
Koole, ,Studien gum foptijchen Vibeltert”, KRollationen und Unterfuchungen 
gum Lert der Paulusbriefe in der unterz und oberagyptifden itberlieferung, 
ein Heft von 101 Seiten. 

Wir mochten aber bejonder3 aufmerfjam machen auf die Beitjchrift 
»Xuthertum”, neue Folge der ,Meuen firdhlichen Beitfdrift”, herausqeqeben 
bon D. Johannes Vergdolt unter MNittwirfung von D. Dr. Simon Schiffel= | 
Hamburg, D. Han3 Meifer-Miinchen, D. Wuguft Marahren3-Hannover, D. Dr. 
Werner Clert-Crlangen, D. Paul Withaus-Erlangen. Yn den Lebten fieben 
Heften find folgende Wrtifel von befonderem Wert: ,Das Befenninis — 
ein Gefeg?” bon Bergdolt; ,,Die Stutigarter Septuaginta”, von Prockjdh; 
Die Cinig<ung der Kirchen und da3 lutherijde Befennini3”, bon . Sajfe; 
»ldolf Stider al Theolog”, von Vrunftad; ,,Das Luthertum an der Yah- 
resivende”, von Schoffel. Man wird berfucht, de3 ofteren gu gitieren, da 
jich jo mancheS findet, was aud) fiir die Hiefigen Verhaltniffe mwidtig ift oder 
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auf die deutfchlandifche Lage ein Sehlaglicht wirft; aber wir miijjen un3 
aus Mangel an Raum mit dem blopen Hintveis begniigen. Doch foll e3 
nicht unerwwabnt bleiben, dak die ,Randbemerfungen” von Schomerus in 
Diefer Beitidhrift von grokem Werte find und daf die Literaturgeitung ,,Theo- 
fogie Der Gegenwart“ einen ausgegeidneten iberblid iiber Neuerjcei- 
nungen gibt. . 

Vleiben wir ja in Fihlung mit der wifjenfdaftliden Theologie Deutjd- 
fands! 8 findet jich da bedeutend mehr Material, tas wir direft ver- 
twerten fonnen, alS in gangen Stopen feichter amerifanijcher chriftlider 
Literatur. KB. E. SK. 

Prof. Dr. Sasse in Paris? 


In connection with the report of the recent Lutheran convention in 
Paris, concerning which an article appeared two months ago (January 
issue, pp. 14—22), in which reference was made to the presence of Dr. Sasse 
of Germany, a correspondent calls our attention to the News Bulletin of 
the National Lutheran Council of October 25, in which the statement is 
made: “The Rev. Prof. Dr. Sasse of Erlangen was not present, having been 
detained by the German government because of his criticism of the consti- 
tution of 1933.” (See also p.231 of this magazine.) Our correspondent 
must have been a victim of mistaken identity. P.E.K. 


The Printed-Bible Anniversary. 


In the Catholic weekly America, in the issue of October 26, 1935, John 
A. Toomey writes under the above caption in an attempt to minimize the 


work of Wyclif, Tyndale, and Coverdale in translating the Bible into 
English. He states, among other things: — 

“The melodrama about the English Bible still lingers on. In this, 
Wyclif, Tyndale, Coverdale, and others in a succession of stirring scenes 
haul the English people out of the Scriptureless abyss. The melodrama 
has no basis whatever in history. The truth of the matter is that the 
English people before the Reformation were steeped [?] in the Scriptures. 
Manuscript translations, though necessarily expensive, were available in 
Anglo-Saxon, in French, or in Latin. Those who could not read, and they 
were the majority, listened as the priests read the Bible-story to them in 
their native tongue. When the English language took shape and became 
the universal idiom, the Bible was translated into English. There was 
a Catholic Bible in the English language in the time of Wyclif. Indeed, 
the Bible usually attributed to Wyclif is not his at all [?]. If Wyclif 
did any translating, which, though probable, is by no means certain, his 
work has been lost. The celebrated Bible in the British Museum marked 
‘The English Bible, Wyclif’s translation’ is not Wyclif’s at all. It is the 
Catholic Bible that was circulating among the people in English in the 
very dawn of the English language. Printing came rather late to England, 
in the year 1483.” 

These are practically the same claims that were made by Gasquet in 
1908. But a score of English investigators, notably Forshall and Madden, 
have fully established Wyclif’s connection with the Bible known by his name. 

P. E. K. 





Miscellanea. 


Soh. 6, 63. 


Diefe Stelle gehirt von jeher gu den cruces interpretum, hat aber 
namentlic) in den lebten vier Yahrhunderten viele Schtwierigkeiten gemacht, 
da fie befanntlid) von Zwingli ausgebeutet wurde, um feine falfde Lehre 
pont Abendmabhl gu verteidigen. Wuch in ebangelifden Mreijen ijt man ge- 
legentlich geneigt nachgugeben, wie bor einigen Sabhren in einem fleinen 
Ahendmahlsbiicdhlein und fiirglicy) in einer Yohannesauslequng von Sdiib. 

Sn unfern Kreifen macht die faljche Anwendung der Stelle auf das 
Wbendmahl wohl wenig Not, fon tweil e3 fic) hier um ein Gaframent hanz 
deln twiirde, DaS noch gar nicht befannt twar (wahrend die in Yoh. 3 erwahnte 
Taufe fceon in der de3 Sohannes vorlag), und weil der Heiland in dem 
gangen Pajfus der Predigt in Kapernaum das Wort ,,Fleijh” gebraucht 
hat, wahrend in den CinjfebungSiworten mit Wbjidht Leib“ gefebt twird. 
Dagegen meint man mitunier, man miiffe auch in B. 63 das Wort odes von 
Chrijti Fleijch verjtehen, einmal, weil der bejtimmte WArtifel vor dem Nomen 
fteht, und fodann, weil im gangen Zujammenhang vom Fleijch Chrifti die 
Rede ijt. 

Much Luther jdheint noch in den Yahren 1523/4 diefe Wuffatjung von 
der Stelle gehabt gu haben, tvenn er in einer Predigt am Tage de3 heiligen 
Wahrleichnams Chrijti fehreibt: ,Daz aber die3 der rechte Verftand fei des 
Gvangeliums, namlich dag e3 von dem geiftlicen Effen und Trinfen gu 
verjtehen fei, geben die Worte, die Der HErr am Ende de3 Kapitels fagt: 
Der Geijt ijt’3, der da lebendiq machet, dad Fleifceh ift fein nitbh. Die 
Worte, die ich rede, die find Geift und Leben‘, Yoh. 6,63. Mit melden 


Worten Chrijtus will, dapB das Leibliche Eifen des Fleifdes fein nith jei, 
jondern glauben, Daf Dies Fleifmh Gottes Sohn fei, um meiz 
netivillen bom Himmel fommen, und fein Blut fiir nrich vergofjen habe.” 
(XI, 2253.) 


Sm Yahre 1525 dagegen hat Luther eine andere Wuslequng befiir- 
wortet, Die auf genauerem Studium de} Zufammenhanges und iiberhaupt 
de3 Sprachgebraudhes SEfu im YohanneSevangelium und deSjclben Gegenz 
jabeS in andern Teilen der Schrift beruht. Vergleiche befonders Yoh. 3, 
5.6; Gal. 5,17. Qn feiner Schrift De servo arbitrio pom Sabre 1525 
jchreibt Luther: ,,Murz, darauf mag{t du in der Schrift achten, iiberall, wo 
vom Fleifh im Gegenfabk gum Geift gehandelt wird, da fannft du unter 
Sleijdh ungefahr alles verjtehen, was dem Geifte gutviderlauft, wie an der 
Stelle: Das Fleijch ift fein niibe. Wo e3 aber allein fiir jich (absolute) 
gebraucht wird, da follft du wifjen, dah eS VBefdhaffenheit und Natur des 
Leibes bedeute.“ (XVIII, 1877.) Und im Qahre 1527 fehreibt Luther in 
jeiner Schrift ,DaR die Worte: Das ift mein Veib*” ufiw. ebenfo emphatifd: 
/»Weil denn folches wahr und unividerfpredhlich ijt, dak Fleifd, wo e3 dem 
Geijt entgegengefebt wird, daB e3 dafelbft nicht Chriftus Leib heift, jondern 
den alten Wdam, aus dem Fleijch geboren; fo ift’3 getwiplich, dak auch hie 
Soh. 6,63: .Rleifdh ift fein nitbe’, nicht fann von Chriftus Leib verjtanden 
werden, weil Chrijtus dafelbjt Fleifch gegen den Geijt halt.“ (XX, 840.) 
C3 fieht fic) an, alS habe Luther fiir feine Cregqefe giemlic) ftarfe Griinde 
in3 Feld gefiihrt. PB. E. K. 


Se 
<_vcr 
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Notes on the Question of Lutheran Union.—1. The Lutherans 
of America are far from agreed on the fundamental doctrine of the inspi- 
ration of the Holy Scriptures. The doctrine of the verbal, plenary inspi- 
ration of the Bible, confessed, taught, and believed in various Lutheran 
synods, is assailed and repudiated by leading theologians of other Lu- 
theran synods. Leading theologians of the United Lutheran Church have 
been attacking it regularly in the Lutheran Church Quarterly. The 
Lutheran, too, has opened its columns to these attacks, setting the minds 
of the laymen against verbal inspiration (Prof. Kantonen’s articles). And 
it is inoculating the young people of the U.L.C. against this same doc- 
trine. In “The Young People” section of the issue of January 23 it pub- 
lishes an article entitled “Why Is the Bible God’s Word?” in which the 
writer, Amos J. Traver, D.D., states: “When we speak of the Bible as 
God’s Word, we mean that it reveals to us what God is thinking... . 
The Bible is His gift to men who had lost the way, a guide-book to help 
them to the high road to heaven. The Bible is inspired because the writere 
were inspired. ‘Men spake from God, being moved by the Holy Spirit.’ 
The expression ‘being moved by the Holy Spirit’ is only another way 
of saying that they were inspired. The word inspired comes from 
2 Tim. 3, 16 and means inbreathed. In that verse the word God is 
added, God-inspired. God breathed into the hearts of the writers of 
the Bible, giving them the power to reveal Him as He is. God moved 
them to discover and record the truth about God’s loving plan for man’s 
eternal salvation. God inspired the Bible-writers in many ways. ‘Inspira- 
tion helped one man to be a historian; another, to be an editor of old 
documents; another, to be an architect and designer; another, to sing 
soul-stirring hymns. It touched a prophet’s lips with fire to rouse a nation 
from its sins; it directed an apostle to write letters of wise counsel for 
the Church. Applied to the whole Bible, it is the special influence of 
God, which so guided all who took part in producing it that they made 
it the book God designed it to be, unique in its religious value, authorita- 
tive and final in its religious teaching.’ Quoted from Prof. H. C. Alleman. 
The Bible-writers claimed this inspiration. The Old Testament writers are 
constantly affirming that the Word of the Lord had come to them, while 
in the New Testament the same refrain is repeated by writers of gospels 
and epistles. They do not claim always to know how they were inspired. 
By its very nature, inspiration is spiritual. There can be nothing mechan- 
ical about it. God did not dictate to the writers of the Bible as to a 
stenographer. The fact of their inspiration we accept. The method by 
which they were inspired we leave in the realm of mystery. ... Much 
of the difficulty men have with the inspiration of the Bible is due to an 
attempt to broaden the scope of inspiration to cover all fields of human 
knowledge. Inspiration includes only the knowledge essential for knowing 
God and His plan for man. It would seem absurd to turn to the Bible 
for knowledge of electricity, or biology, or chemistry, or any of the sciences. 
In this field of human knowledge men_can discover truth by searching 
after it; inspiration of the kind necessary for the knowledge of God is 
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not necessary for scientific knowledge. All together, each writer adding 
his own peculiar vision and skill, the writers of the Bible give us a saving 
knowledge of God’s grace.” 

What the Lutheran Church Quarterly has been telling the pastors in 
learned language is here offered to the youth of the U.L.C. in simple 
language. These young people are warned against believing in the plenary 
inspiration of the Bible. Inspiration covers only that portion of the Bible 
which deals with the doctrines of salvation. It does not extend to those 
statements of the Bible which deal with historical and scientific facts. 
A thousand statements of the Bible may be erroneous. Scientists tell us 
that many of them are erroneous. The first verse of the Bible, “In the 
beginning God created the heaven and the earth,” may or may not be true. 
The young people within the U. L.C. are being nurtured in the belief that 
the Bible is not verbally inspired. Inspiration simply means that the 
holy writers wrote under a special, guiding influence of God. It does not 
mean that the Holy Spirit supplied the very words which make up the 
Bible. 2 Tim. 3,16: “All Scripture is given by inspiration of God” does 
not mean that Scripture is inspired, that the words which make up 
Scripture were breathed into their hearts and minds, were given them to 
write down. St. Paul used a wrong term in 2 Tim. 3,16. He should have 
applied the term inspiration not to Scripture, but to men. (And then 
of course the term “God-breathed” is out of place. The holy writers were 
dednvevotot, God-breathed?) So also the word all is not to be understood 
literally. It refers only to the doctrinal portions of Scripture. “Some 
Scripture is given by inspiration.” The young people of the U.L.C. are 
being taught the wisdom of Higher Criticism. Some of these holy writers 
were merely “editors of old documents,” etc.— Certainly there is a deep 
gulf separating the Lutherans of America with regard to the doctrine of 
inspiration. 

This same issue of the Lutheran contains a communication from Dr. J. 
A.W. Haas dealing with Professor Kantonen’s articles. He takes issue 
with Professor Kantonen on some points. “If we take the problem of 
dogmatics, in which I also claim that we need some new statement in 
form, but not in content [our italics], he disregards some of the work 
done by Krauth, Jacobs, Voigt, Schmauck, and Stump.” “There is abroad 
to-day a cry raised by a lot of radicals for academic freedom and for 
scholarship. If the cry for scholarship means the right for speculative 
correction of doctrine clearly revealed, then it is to be set aside.” Dr. Haas 
evidently does not believe in development of doctrine. However, Dr. Haas 
agrees with Dr. Kantonen on the question of inspiration: “In the problem 
of inspiration the facts of course refute any mechanical theory of verbal 
inspiration in minute detail.” That agrees with former utterances of 
Dr. Haas: “There must be a clear distinction kept in mind between the 
Word of God and the Bible. The Bible is the Word of God because it 
contains the Word of God.” (What Is Lutheranism? p.176.) — The doc- 
trine of the verbal inspiration of the Bible held by the conservative Lu- 
therans is rejected by other Lutherans. 

The report of a conference held December 3 and 4, 1935, between 
representatives of the Protestant Episcopal Church and the Augustana 
Synod, states: “The Episcopalians expressed preference for the statement 
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that the Bible ‘contained the Word of God’ in order to avoid the pitfalls 
of a possible theory of literal, verbal inspiration. The Lutherans preferred 
the simple statement that the Bible ‘is the Word of God,’ qualified by the 
understanding that all parts of the Bible might not be of equal significance. 
Both agreed that the Bible was the basis of all Christian doctrine.” (See 
Lutheran Companion, Jan. 11, 1936.) That is good Lutheran doctrine: 
The Bible is the Word of God. Conservative Lutheranism repudiates the 
phrase “The Bible contains the Word of God.” However, the next para- 
graph but one reads: “Both agreed that the Holy Spirit guided the 
writers of the canonical books, but that there was no need for any theory 
of verbal dictation.” And the next paragraph: “In the end there was 
virtual unanimity regarding the Holy Scriptures.” So it appears that 
the dispute as to whether the Bible really is, or merely contains, the Word 
of God was wasted effort. The Episcopalian commissioners stood out for 
the formula “The Bible contains the Word of God” in order to avoid the 
pitfalls of a possible theory of literal, verbal inspiration. But the Augus- 
tana men assured them later on that their formula: “The Bible is the 
Word of God,’ was not meant to express a literal, verbal inspiration. 
Both agreed that it is sufficient to say that the Holy Spirit guided the 
writers of the Bible. It is not necessary to discuss verbal inspiration. 
That contains pitfalls. (It is hard to see what the formula “The Bible 
is the Word of God” means if the Bible is not literally inspired.) — Some 
Lutherans are willing to agree with those who will say only that the Bible 
contains the Word of God. Other Lutherans will not tolerate that phrase 
in its historic significance. So there is no unanimity among Lutherans 
regarding the Holy Scriptures. 

2. There can be no union without doctrinal unity. That goes without 
saying —among Lutherans, among Lutherans of the Old School. Said 
Dr. M. Loy long ago: “The only Scriptural way to labor for union is to 
labor for unity in the faith and agreement in its confession. That is 
divinely required and therefore essential.” (The Distinctive Doctrines and 
Usages of the General Bodies of the Ev. Lutheran Church [1893], p. 16.) 
Said Dr. F. Pieper: “The union sought for must not be a so-called organic 
union only, but a union in faith and doctrine.” (Op. cit., p.137.) And 
that applies to the doctrine of inspiration, too (“The Lutheran Church 
in America needs to bring about unanimity also with regard to the doc- 
trine of inspiration”; Dr. F. Bente, Lehre und Wehre, 1904, p. 40), yes, 
particularly and primarily. For, in the words of Dr. F. Bente, “if once 
the doctrine of inspiration is abandoned, the last glimmer of hope for 
a Christian union of the American Lutheran synods is gone.” (Die In- 
spirationslehre in der lutherischen Kirche Amerikas, L.u. W., 1902, p. 130.) 
And only recently Dr. M.Reu declared: “I fear that the publication of 
these books” (by H.C. Alleman) “and their approbation and recommenda- 
tion by the official board closes for other Lutherans the door to mutual 
recognition at the very moment when it seemed to be opening.” (Kirchliche 
Zeitschrift, 1935, p. 383.) That is in line with his declaration at the Lu- 
theran World Convention at Eisenach: “This fact of inspiration (impulsus 
ad scribendum, suggestio rerum, and suggestio verbi, the inspiration of the 
words) is, for me, a part of the confession upon which the true Lutheran 
Church must stand” (L.u. W., 1923, p. 362.) That is the voice of con- 
fessional Lutheranism — union based on unity. 
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There are other voices heard in Lutheran circles. The commissioners 
of the Augustana Synod say there is virtual unanimity between them and 
the commissioners of the Episcopal Church regarding the Holy Scriptures, 
even though the Episcopalians speak of “the pitfalls of a possible theory 
of literal, verbal, inspiration.” The Augustana men took a most liberal 
attitude. The report contains this statement: “Allowing for some dif- 
ference of emphasis, there was found to be substantial accord on the whole 
subject of the Sacraments”!! Again, and finally: “It was further agreed 
that a truly reunited Church would be neither Lutheran nor Episcopalian, 
but something greater than either and inclusive of both.” And this agree- 
ment (which, we venture to say, will not be adopted by the Augustana 
Synod as a body) is heralded as a creditable achievement. The Lutheran 
of January 30 finds space for a letter signed by J.M. Andersen, which 
states: “Certainly the Augustana Synod has stated its position clearly, and 
the declaration can be accepted by almost any fair-minded Lutheran. Of 
course it must be realized that reunion between the Anglicans and the 
Lutherans will be an event of the distant future. What should concern 
Lutheranism more is union of all Lutheran bodies in this country into one 
united American Church. After that union, reunion with the Anglicans 
is the next logical step.” And this Lutheran union is to be patterned on 
the Episcopal-Augustana Agreement: “The union of Lutheranism must be 
just that — each group bringing its own contribution with all sharing.” 
The Old-school Lutherans will bring into the union their peculiar doctrine 
of the verbal inspiration and the New-school Lutherans their views of the 
Bible — partly God’s Word, partly the word of fallible man — “with all 
sharing.” That can only mean that each party will tolerate the views of 
the other. It cannot, in reason, mean more. It cannot, by all the laws of 
sound and sane reasoning, mean literal “sharing.” 

Let it be understood that the conservative Lutherans will not be 
parties to such an arrangement. There can be no union without agreement 
on the doctrine of verbal inspiration. The task before us is not to give 
expression to a fancied unity through an external union and coopera- 
tion, ete. What we must labor for, in the fear of God, is to effect a unity 
in faith, which will at once express itself in cooperation and other forms 
of union. 

3. In some cases the disagreement on a certain doctrine is due to mis- 
conception, and all that is necessary to bring about an agreement is to 
remove the misconception. It may be that some refuse to accept the doc- 
trine of verbal inspiration because the meaning of this term has been mis- 
represented to them. Somebody has told them that there are, say, four 
theories of inspiration: the intuition theory, the illumination theory, the 
dictation theory, and the dynamic theory, the dictation theory meaning 
that the writers “became passive instruments, or amanuenses, pens, not 
penmen, of God; this theory holds to the perfect passivity of the human 
instrument. Representatives of this view are Quenstedt....” And that is, 
they are told, the doctrine of verbal inspiration; it reduces the holy writers 
to mere machines. It may be that some reject the doctrine of verbal in- 
spiration because of this false definition. Is that what Dr. Traver means 
when he says: “There can be nothing mechanical about inspiration. God 
did not dictate to the writers of the Bible as to a stenographer”? or when 
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Dr. Haas rejects “any mechanical theory of verbal inspiration”? or when 
the Episcopal-Augustana Agreement states “that there was no need for any 
theory of verbal dictation”? Then let it be stated here, once more, that 
we do not hold the “dictation theory,” as described. In fact, we do not 
set up any theory. We hold with Dr. Traver: “The fact of their inspira- 
tion we accept. The method by which they were inspired we leave in the 
realm of mystery.” We do not presume to explain miracles. We cannot 
explain how the miracle of inspiration took place. And we do not say that 
they wrote mechanically or after the manner of the pythoness of Delphi, 
in a state of ecstasy or unconsciousness. When we are asked if the Holy 
Spirit “dictated” the words to the holy writers, we say no—and we say 
yes. When we say no, we mean that the holy writers were not mere stenog- 
raphers, who, like hired secretaries, took down, dreamingly, thoughtlessly, 
what struck their ears. When we say yes, we mean that they set down 
the exact words which the Holy Spirit supplied, that the words they wrote 
are not mere human words, subject to human fallibility, but the very words 
of the infallible God. So no one need reject the doctrine of verbal inspi- 
ration on the score that it involves a mechanical process. 

The trouble with most men, however, is that they cannot accept what 
“verbal inspiration” stands for. They know that verbal inspiration means 
this, that the words of the Bible are God’s words. And since they believe 
that the Bible, as some scientists hold, contains errors, they will not say 
that the Bible is God’s Word, but only that it contains God’s Word. And 
some of them, refusing to accept any miracle, reject verbal inspiration 
because it certainly does involve a stupendous miracle.—So this is the 
question which those who are laboring for a true Lutheran union will have 
to discuss in the fear of God: Do the Scriptures and the Confessions teach, 
or do they not teach, the plenary, verbal inspiration? 

4. Other doctrines, too, will have to be discussed. The doctrine of in- 
spiration is not the only point of disagreement. We have been mentioning 
this one point because of its great importance and because it has lately, 
somehow or other, been brought to the front. But there are other disputed 
doctrines, doctrines of great importance, such as the doctrine of conversion 
and of election, which call for attention and most serious discussion. We 
cannot discuss these differences with those who speak of them as “triviali- 
ties,” “petty divisions,” as matters of mere “reine Lehre.” We want to 
discuss them with those who love the Lutheran Church as the Church of 
the reine Lehre. E. 

The Non-United “United Norwegian Lutheran Church.’’ — The 
Evangelisk Luthersk Tidende, the official organ of the staunch little Nor- 
wegian Lutheran Synod, affiliated with the Synodical Conference, reports 
a most interesting incident within the United Norwegian Church, which 
shows that, after all, the United Norwegian Lutheran Church is not so 
very much united on at least one important issue. It relates the incident 
under the heading “A Bishop Visits Augsburg” (“En Biskop besoeger Augs- 
burg”) as follows: — 

“We have previously called attention to Folkebladet’s position with 
respect to unionism. This paper has often declared that there is no such 
a thing as ‘sinful unionism’ (syndig unionisme), and it must be said that 
it openly and nobly maintains its stand. Humanly speaking, it is indeed 
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praiseworthy that people openly speak their minds and adhere to their con- 
victions until they are convinced that they are wrong, and it is not for 
this reason that we call attention to the occurrence which is reported in 
the issue of Folkebladet of November 13 [1935]. There it is reported that 
Bishop Maroni of Norway paid a visit to Augsburg Seminary. What 
strikes us as very singular is the fact that Folkebladet is so carried away 
(naesten falder i staver) because of this visit. The bishop indeed, ac- 
cording to his position, is a representative of the high-church tendency, 
and it is one of the Free Church’s main objectives to oppose the High 
Church and to free congregations from its formalities, bishops, and priests. 
What appears so extremely self-contradictory to us is that Folkebladet is 
now so enthusiastic over a visit from a representative of the High Church. 

“However, we shall not for this reason accuse Folkebladet of unfaith- 
fulness to its stand on unionism, because, if we understand the matter 
correctly, Folkebladet maintains that it cannot be regarded as unionistic to 
foster fellowship with a person who appears to be an earnest Christian, no 
matter what his affiliation may be or what Church he may support or what 
faith he may confess. Because Folkebladet holds this principle, it regards 
not the doctrine, but the life, of a person. 

“There was nevertheless a point of connection which awakened en- 
thusiasm in Folkebladet, and that is this: Bishop Maroni holds the same 
view with respect to the Oxford Group Movement which Folkebladet holds. 
To prove this, we reproduce a portion of the report. We read: — 

“One of the questions directed to the bishop was that regarding the 
spread of the Oxford Group Movement in Norway. The question was 
asked with some hesitation; for we knew of course the standpoint of the 
Home Mission people, in particular that of Hallesby and Wisloeff, not to 
mention that of Representative Bjerkreim; also we knew that Bishop 
Maroni was close to the Home Mission people (staar indremissionsfolket 
naer). But the friendly mien of the bishop lighted up when he answered, 
and not many words were uttered before we understood that he was in full 
sympathy with the movement. He was of the opinion that thousands in 
Norway had been brought to Christ by it; for it reaches those whom other 
means have not awakened. [Italics ours.] It is a renewing spiritual power 
among the Norwegian people. The talk that the movement was opposed to 
the Cross and the atonement, he said, originates in a misunderstanding of 
the movement and its system of working. Peculiarly enough, he showed 
the same feeling toward the movement which also many of us have, viz., 
that it has its peculiarities, which work uniquely (at den har sine saeregen- 
heder, som virker uvant). But he believed nevertheless that it was being 
“Norwegianized” (fornorskes) and that it wished itself to be incorporated 
in the Christianity of the Norwegian people. 

“*The bishop’s open declaration is all the more welcome to us in our 
country since it may be adapted to help us ascertain the right relation to 
this remarkable movement, which also among us has become a sign that 
is spoken against. From the communications in our paper for and against 
the movement we note that opinions here differ. 

“*But now when Bishop Maroni, Dean Skovgaard-Petersen in Kjoeben- 
havn, Bishop Berggrav, Ludvig Hope, Parish-priest Ivar Welle, Dr. Sigurd 
Norborg, Dr. Brunner, Hambro, the president of Parliament (although he 
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certainly cannot be said to be a representative of the Norwegian church 
people), Roland Fangen, author (of whom the same must be said), in 
short, when jurists, medical students, professors, bishops, and many others 
who are well versed in Scripture and who know in what true Christianity 
consists, when, we say, these men look upon the movement with favor, then 
those have much to overcome who maintain that it is an antichristian 
movement, which has been invented by the foes of men’s souls to bring them 
to damnation. This is insisted upon by a number of Christian people. 

“Tt will perhaps be best for men not to speak too harshly against the 
movement in the future. [Italics ours.] 

“Thus far the report of Folkebladet. Much indeed could be said with 
regard to this matter, but we cannot go into it too far at present. However, 
we call attention only to this, that Folkebladet does not need Scripture to 
try the spirits, to ascertain if they are of God. It is satisfied when it finds 
that great men express their opinions as to what is true and Christian. 
These are no small matters which are here involved; for they concern the 
questions how and by what means a person is converted to God. The 
Church in Norway has the means of grace, instituted by God Himself for 
the sinner’s conversion; but now these are found too easy (for lette). It 
is not the Law and the Gospel that bring sinners to Christ, but new 
methods, which will be far more powerful. New prophets have arisen with 
new methods, and these are able to convert more sinners than God’s Word. 
Bishop Maroni has indeed said, according to Folkebladet’s statement, that 
the Oxford Group Movement reaches those which other means have not 
awakened. The Church of Christ, then, shall not be built upon the founda- 
tion of the prophets and apostles, but upon an other. It is, then, with- 
out Christ! 

“In the last issue of Tidende we called attention to what Lutheraneren 
said about the Oxford Group Movement. In its opinion the movement is 
both unchristian and un-Lutheran. Will it now be silent with respect to 
the outbursts of Folkebladet? Folkebladet and Lutheraneren are brothers 
in the faith (troesbroedre). It is quite evident that they are not united in 
the fundamental truths of Christianity. Where, then, is their fellowship 
(broderskabet ) 2” 

Pastor Thoen, writing in Ev.-Luth. Tidende, is certainly right. Both 
the Lutheran Herald and Lutheraneren have condemned the Oxford Group 
Movement in no unclear terms as un-Lutheran, unchristian, and modern- 
istic. Folkebladet defends the movement and challenges its sister period- 
icals “not to speak too harshly against the movement in the future.” 
Hence the question is fully warranted: “Hvori bestaar da broderskabet?” 

J.T. M. 

The Church and Its Catechism and Other Religious Text-Books. 
We reprint the following editorial from America, a weekly journal of the 
Roman Catholic Church: — 

“Most of us who have turned the interesting age of fifty were taught 
religion in the primary school in the form of question and answer. The 
zeal for the teaching of religion which is manifest in all of our schools 
has led to study, research, and the preparation of new texts, many of them 
based upon new methods. As the Archbishop of Cincinnati said in his 
learned and admirably critical address at the National Catechetical Con- 
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gress held in Rochester last month, ‘I confess that I am perplexed and even 
bewildered by the multiplicity of fundamental text-books of religion now 
in use in this country.’ And he added, ’A cursory examination of them 
suggests the need of some action by authority.’ 

“Those who, like the Archbishop, have examined a shelf of these texts 
will certainly share his perplexity and bewilderment. Some, beautifully 
printed and illustrated, with a wealth of interesting examples to point 
every instance, seem well calculated to huld the interest of the youthful 
pupil. Yet we of an older generation may ask ourselves whether the dis- 
cursive text has a power to imprint the truths of religion in the youthful 
mind superior or even equal to that of the old catechetical method. As 
the Archbishop remarks, authors primarily interested in methodology are 
apt to place too much emphasis on the arrangement of the matter and the 
manner of its presentation. We are glad to note that the Archbishop holds 
that, while memory work is certainly not sufficient by itself, it is very 
important, and more important than many modern teachers are willing 
to admit. 

“It is the Archbishop’s conviction that we need a theologically ac- 
curate catechetical text ‘that will not be subject to change,’ but ‘will 
become familiar to each generation from its earliest years.’ That is a work 
for theologians laboring under the direction of the Church. May we soon 
have it! But in the interval we must improve the training of our teachers 
of religion. With good teachers, any text permitted by the Church will 
produce good results.” 

This editorial says a few things which also deserve our attention and 
consideration : — 

1. Such texts as are intended for general use in the Church, as cate- 
chisms, hymn-books, and the like, should from the very outset not only 
be made theologically accurate, but should also be sufficiently well adapted 
to their purpose, so that in the course of years they need not be changed, 
but can serve each succeeding generation. Luther calls attention to this 
in his preface to the Small Catechism. He says, “First, the minister should 
above all things avoid the use of different texts and forms of the Ten Com- 
mandments, the Lord’s Prayer, the Creed, the Sacraments, ete. Let him 
adopt one form and adhere to it, using it one year as the other; for young 
and ignorant people must be taught one certain text and form and will 
easily become confused if we teach thus to-day and otherwise next year, 
as if we thought of making improvements. In this way all effort and labor 
will be lost. This our honored fathers well understood, who all used the 
Lord’s Prayer, the Creed, the Ten Commandments, in one and the same 
manner. Therefore we also should so teach these forms to the young and 
inexperienced as not to change a syllable nor set them forth and recite 
them one year differently from the other. 

“Hence, choose whatever form you think best and adhere to it forever. 
When you preach among the learnd and judicious, you may show your art 
and set these things forth with as many flourishes and turn them as skil- 
fully as you wish; but among the young adhere to one and the same fixed 
form and manner and teach them, first of all, the text of the Ten Com- 
mandments, the Creed, the Lord’s Prayer, etc., so that they can say it after 
you word for word and commit it to memory.” 
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2. The publication of such texts should not be a private undertaking, 
but be authorized by the Church. 

3. A good teacher can well use any text that is at all acceptable and 
produce good results. A man who knows how to teach does not expect 
that all that enters into good teaching must be found on the printed page. 
A good teacher will desire to teach the subject-matter in his own original 
way, not ignoring, of course, good, sound pedagogical principles. In fact, 
only he who so teaches is a good teacher. That improvements can be made 
we do not deny; and if it is really necessary to make such, we ought not 
to hesitate to do so. But improvements should not be decided upon hastily; 
what to some may seem to be an improvement may be no improvement at 
all. The communication of thought is, after all, not an easy task. 

4. We should not despise the old catechetical method of teaching. It 
still holds its own. A subject-matter may be very clearly presented in cold 
type; but whether the reader has understood it can only be known when 
in his own words he can reproduce it in answer to direct questions. The 
catechetical method compels people to think, that is, mentally to analyze 
the subject-matter so that they can understand it; and this the average 
person does do of his own accord. 

5. Memory work should not be dispensed with. Certain things, such 
as texts from the Bible, must be committed to memory. Of course, it is 
understood that this should not be done in a mere mechanical way, but 
with the correct understanding of the subject-matter that is being mem- 
orized. J. H.C. Frirz. 


The God of the Modernists. — Replying to a sermon by Cardinal 
Hayes against birth control and the American Birth Control League, eleven 
modernist clergymen (among them Bishop Francis J. McConnell, Dr. Ed- 
mund B. Chaffee, and Dr. Harry E. Fosdick) and two Rabbis said, among 
other things: “The longest argument in the cardinal’s sermon and the one 
upon which he ultimately bases his case is found in the statement that 
birth control is contrary to the commandment of the Deity. This is true 
if by the Deity we mean the God that is found in ancient myth and legend. 
This is not true, however, if by the Deity we mean the God who is revealed 
in the endless sweep of evolution and whose majestic message is being 
slowly translated by science into the accents of the human tongue. The 
lower down we go in the scale of evolution, the less limitation we find 
imposed upon the spawning process. The higher we rise, the more restric- 
tion and restraint is placed, we discover, upon the powers of reproduction. 
In other words, instead of violating the law of nature and nature’s God 
through birth control, we are merely giving sight and intelligence to what 
in nature is a blind and groping impulse. If the cardinal chooses to accept 
the literal interpretation of Old Testament statements as infallible doc- 
trine, we register no complaint; nor should he complain if we choose in- 
stead to base our faith upon the evidence, the knowledge, and the experience 
available in our own time.” 

The Living Church, December 28, 1935, commenting on this pronounce- 
ment, says: “We are concerned rather with the strange contrast made by 
these clergymen between the ‘God who is found in ancient myth and 
legend’ and ‘the God who is revealed in the endless sweep of evolution,’ 
etc.... Certainly this statement is an example of the absurd extremities 
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to which men will go in watering down the Christian faith in the name of 
Liberalism. In it one looks in vain for any recognition of the God ‘who 
for us men and for our salvation came down from heaven and was in- 
carnate by the Holy Ghost of the Virgin Mary.’ He is the only God that 
Christians know and worship.” The editorial makes a concession to 
Modernism in stating: “That revelation (the record of Holy Scripture) 
is indeed a progressive one, in which the concept of God is gradually 
developed from the crude one in Genesis and Exodus to the fulness of the 
Incarnation and the New Testament record.” 

A letter published in the same issue says: “It was both interesting 
and illuminating to read, from the front page of the New York Times of 
December 16, the reply of thirteen Protestant, Jewish, and Anglican clergy- 
men to Cardinal Hayes’s recent sermon on birth control. I have had cer- 
tain misgivings about the modern Liberals. But I would not have been so 
uncharitable as to have accused them of holding that the God revealed to 
us in Holy Scripture is a mere creation of myths and legends. But it is 
refreshing to have a group of such outstanding men among the Liberals 
come out and openly say so.” E. 


Back-to-Rome Movement. — When twenty-nine Episcopalians under 
the leadership of Rev. Franklin Joiner, rector of St. Clement’s Church, 
Philadelphia, issued a statement in which they denounced the Protes- 
tantism of this country as “bankrupt ethically, culturally, morally, and 
religiously” and advocated that Protestants return to the Roman Church, 
a bomb was exploded. The matter was given much publicity by the daily 
press, which is always on the lookout for what is extraordinary, bizarre, 


and startling. In the statement issued by this group an attempt is made, 
similar to that of John Henry Newman in his famous Ninetieth Tract, to 
prove that the break between Rome and the Anglican Church is not abso- 
lute, after all, and that the official pronouncements of Anglicanism have 
not departed so far from Rome as is usally believed. They say: “In none 
of the official formularies of the Anglican communion are we committed 
to a position of ecclesiastical isolation. The only reference to the Roman 
See appears in a document which is not canonically or dogmatically bind- 
ing upon us. In one of the ‘Articles’ it is stated that ‘the Church of Rome 
hath erred.’” To what lengths these people are willing to go, appears 
from the following sentences: “We must allow nothing to obscure the 
salient fact that Rome has been the heart and center of Christendom ever 
since the days of the holy apestles. ... The conversion of the world de- 
pends upon the ‘visible unity of the Church of God, for our blessed Lord 
prayed ‘that they all may be one... that the world may believe,’ and 
He provided the means for the maintenance of this unity by the appoint- 
ment of a visible head of the visible body: “Thou art Peter, and upon 
this rock I will build My Church.’ History has shown that separation 
from this center of unity has always led the separated into further schisms. 
Reunion with it must result in the healing of all divisions.” 

What abysmal darkness these people are walking in who do not see 
that Rome by its doctrine of work-righteousness is poisoning the very 
fountain of Christianity! The group calls itself “The Church Unity Octave 
Council,” because it advocates that every year eight days be set aside for 
earnest prayer for Catholic unity. Writing about this move, the Council 
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says: “The Church Unity Octave, initiated by two Anglican priests, one 
in this country, one in England, has come to be observed by Roman 
Catholics throughout the world. Last year its observance spread to the 
orthodox. There has been an increasing Anglican observance, until last 
year in England one thousand Anglican priests signed an agreement to 
keep it.” In this year the days set aside as the octave in question were 
January 18 to 25. A. 

Dissension among Presbyterian Fundamentalists. — Westminster 
Seminary at Philadelphia, a school at which Dr. Machen teaches, has lately 
experienced a severe storm. Of its twenty-nine trustees twelve resigned 
because they were no longer in agreement with the views of the majority 
of the faculty on the attitude to be taken toward the Independent Board 
of Foreign Missions, which board, it will be recalled, was ordered by the 
Presbyterian Assembly to dissolve. Of the faculty members Dr. Oswald T. 
Allis, a prominent Old Testament scholar and former managing editor of 
the Princeton Theological Review, likewise handed in his resignation. One 
of the men who resigned, Dr. Elder of Cincinnati, according to the Pres- 
byterian, said in explanation of the step he and his associates took: 
“Briefly, the difference lies in this, that those of us who resigned con- 
tinue to believe that we must labor within the Church to make the Church 
conservative.” It is to be deplored that the people who are opposing 
Modernism in the Presbyterian Church weaken their position by disagree- 
ing among themselves. The principle enunciated by Dr. Elder is right, but 
must not be held to mean that even when all efforts to improve the doc- 
trinal position of a church-body have proved futile and the testimony of 
the truth no longer is received, the old connection may and must be main- 
tained. A time may come when the direction given Luke 9,5 must be 
followed. A. 

Dr. Brandelle Deceased. -— Both the secular and the religious press 
report that on January 16 Dr. Gustav Albert Brandelle departed this life. 
He was in his seventy-fifth year. In 1920 he became the president of the 
Augustana Synod, and as such he served till 1935. His birthplace was 
Andover, Ill. In his obituary we notice with interest that in his student 
days he served as parochial-school teacher. His pastorates were in Den- 
ver, Colo., and Rock Island, Ill. A. 

A Mohammedan Mission. —In Pittsburgh, Pa., as the Presbyterian 
reports, there is to be observed “the continued activity of Mohammedans 
among Negroes in the city, proclaiming their doctrines on the streets and 
apparently having several preaching-stations. One leader declared that he 
could obtain five thousanl copies of the Koran and that he would give 
a free copy to any who would join the mission. Some Negroes in Amer- 
ica might be drawn away by the same features of Islam that have at- 
tracted many in Africa, a simple creed, social equality, or brotherhood, 
and polygamy.” Satan offers his deadly pills not in unattractive form, 
but with a more or less thick coating of sugar. A. 
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An Introduction to the Books of the Old Testament. By W. 0. H. 
Oesterley, D. D., Litt. D., and Theodore H. Robinson, D.D., Litt. D. 
The Macmillan Co., New York. 454 pages, 512X834. Price, $4.00. 
This book, together with Bewer, An Introduction to the Literature of 
the Old Testament, will undoubtedly be one of the standard text-books on 
Old Testament introduction during the next decades, perhaps replacing 
Driver, whose Introduction, though still quite popular and frequently 
quoted, is gradually being regarded as antiquated. While Driver endeavy- 
ored to be conservative, Oesterley-Robinson is far more radical, though the 
authors no longer blindly follow Graf-Wellhausen, as was the custom of 
Old Testament critics for upward of fifty years. To mention just a few 
examples of the rather extreme position taken by the authors, the Book 
of Esther is said to be an adaptation of an old Babylonian myth, Mordecai 
being equated with Marduk, Esther with Ishtar, etc. Page 124 f. we read: 
“The history of a considerable part of Ezra-Nehemiah is unreliable. This 
is to be accounted for (a) by the fact that our book is a compilation and 
the sources used have been unskilfully put together; (b) because the 
compiler’s knowledge of the period of history dealt with was inadequate 
owing to the want of data; and (c) because the compiler had some pre- 
conceived ideas with which he colored the history.” The authors prove 
their adequate knowledge of the period of history dealt with and their 
complete lack of preconceived ideas by endeavoring to prove that Ezra came 
to Jerusalem half a century later than Nehemiah, the latter arriving in 
444, the former in 397. In the paragraph entitled “Other Views of the 
Structure and Dates of the Pentateuch” we read (p. 64): “We may further 
view the type of view represented by Moeller (Wider den Bann der Quellen- 
scheidung, 1930), which endeavors to save the unity of the Pentateuch 
(and incidentally its Mosaic authorship) by explaining the two names as 
indicating different meanings, Elohim being used when the reference is to 
the God of nature, Yahweh implying the God of revelation. Harford 
(Since Wellhausen) has no difficulty in showing the weakness of this 
position.” Indeed, if that were the only reason why Moeller and the type 
of view represented by him reject the modern critical theories, there would 
be no difficulty in refuting their point of view. One need, however, but 
read Moeller’s Quellenscheidung, his Einheit und Echtheit der fuenf Buecher 
Moses, and his Hinleitung, also the works of other representatives of his 
view in order to be convinced that this view is in better keeping with the 
laws of logic and hermeneutics, with Scriptural theology, with history and 
linguistics, as evidenced by the recent archeological excavations, than the 
theories of radical critics. P 
Time and space forbid our entering upon a full discussion of all the 
unscriptural and illogical opinions found in the book. Our readers ought 
to buy this book, if at all they can afford it, in order to acquaint them- 
selves with the trend of modern criticism. To a reader grounded in the 
faith, such books will serve only to strengthen his conviction that the Bible 
is indeed the infallible Word of God and in spite of all attacks from un- 
believing critics will endure to eternity. THEO. LAETSCH. 
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Das Johanne3-Evangelium. iiberjfegt und ausgelegt von Dr. theol. Wit- 
helm Shiig. Gujftav Schlipmanns Verlagshudhandlung (Guftav Fid), 
Leipzig. 156 Seiten 544X8%. Preis: RKartoniert, RM. 2.60; in Ganj: 
leinen gebunden, RM. 3.40. 

Dies ijt einer der erften Bande eines ,VolfSfommentars fiir den jclichten 
Vibellefer”, wie der Verlag jdretbt, auch genannt ,Bibelhilfe fiir die Gemeinde, 
Biwed der Serie ijt, die Biicher der Bibel dem ungelehrten Volk in einfacher neuer 
liberjegung mit fdhlidter Sacherflarung und Anwendung 4u geben. D. Shits ift 
Direftor des Domfandidatenftiftes Berlin und augenfdeinlid) ein bibelglaubiger 
Gelehrter. Seine tiberjegung des JohanneSevangeliums ift im grofen und ganjen 
gut gelungen. Die AWuslegung lehrt die Gottmenfdhlicfeit SEfu und die durd 
Chriftum gejdhehene Erlijung. Das Buch enthalt befonders viele anregende und 
wertvolle Gedanfen fiir die Predigt. Schade ift e8, dak der Verfaffer Joh. 6 vom 
heiligen Ubendmabhl verfteht und fic) immer wieder darauf begieht (S. 59. 62. 63. 
108). De8 Verfaffers Stellung gu dem Tert de$ Evangeliums ift etwas 3u frei, 
wie wenn er auf S.85 behauptet, dah die Sueinanderfiigung der Stiide in 
Joh. 10 nicht die urfpriingliche ift. Auch einige andere naevi werden dem Lefer 
auffallen, wie die Seitberecdhnung der erften Reinigung de$ Tempels (S. 28), die 
dod) Durch Die Beitangabe von der Dauer de$ Baus Elargeftellt wird. Auf S. 36 
philofophiert der Verfaffer etwas iiber den dDurd) die Taufe bewirften Glauben in 
Kindern. Unfere Lehre von der Kindertaufe beruht nicht auf menfdlider Spetu- 
lation, fondern auf Schriftwahrheit. Wher der Paftor, der neue UAnregung in 
feinem CStudium deS YohanneSevangeliums fucht, wird feinen Febhlgriff tun, 
wenn er fid) dies Feine Buch anfdafft. yf. E. Kregmann. 


Christ’s Alternative to Communism. By EL. Stanley Jones. The Abing- 
don Press, New York, Cincinnati, Chicago. 302 pages, 5X71. Price, 
$2.00. 

This book will be of great interest both to those who believe in the 
social gospel and the kingdom of God on earth soon to be established by it 
and to those who do not believe in this modern delusion; for here one of 
the ablest and most brilliant advocates of it is presenting his views. What 
is this kingdom of God on earth which must be established at once if the 
Russian Communism is not to conquer the world? Dr. Jones accepts the 
general view (the kingdom of God is the new social order in which the 
regenerate society of men, perhaps all humanity, practises the precepts 
of morality) and adds something of his own: The kingdom of God is a co- 
operative society, based on non-competitive, collective sharing, which will 
be established not by force and tyranny, as in Russia, but by love; there 
will be an approximate equality of economic goods; thus poverty will be 
banished; also bondage of every kind, for it will be a classless society; 
also war—and sickness—and sin. “The Christian movement offers the 
most glorious goal ever offered to humanity, the kingdom of God on earth, 
a kingdom in which there would be no poverty, no classes, no sickness, 
and no sin, which would, in fact, be the Lord’s year of jubilee, a new world 
beginning.” (Pp. 199—295. 83. 260. 251. 76. 232. 237.) Nomore sin? Yes, 
“changing the social heredity” will help to bring that about. (P. 158.) 
And “the kingdom is both within and without the Christian Church.” 
(Pp. 284. 278.) The Scriptural authority for this teaching is found in 
Luke 4, 18 f. “Christ made known this program: ‘The Spirit of the Lord 





Book Review. — iteratur. 313 


is upon Me, because He hath anointed Me to preach the Gospel to the poor; 
He hath sent Me to heal the broken-hearted, to preach deliverance to the 
captives and recovering of sight to the blind, to set at liberty them that 
are bruised, to preach the acceptable year of the Lord.’ When we analyze 
the program, we find: 1. Good news to the poor —the economically dis- 
inherited. 2. Release to the captives —the socially and politically dis- 
inherited. 3. The opening of the eyes of the blind —the physically dis- 
inherited. 4. The setting at liberty the bruised —the morally and spiritually 
disinherited. 5. The Lord’s year of jubilee—a new beginning on a world 
scale. 6. The Spirit of the Lord upon Me—the dynamic behind it all.” 
(P.41f.) “‘To preach good tidings to the poor.’ This is usually inter- 
preted to mean ‘the spiritually poor.’ When we do not know what else 
to do with a thing, we spiritualize it.’ (P.48.) — What is wrong with 
the theology of the social gospel and its kingdom of God on earth? It 
either denies or minimizes—to the point of denial—the Gospel of the 
grace of God, of the forgiveness of sins, and operates in place of it with 
the Law, the principles of morality, of Christian or even heathen morality, 
of love, of justice, ete. Dr. Jones makes this very clear. In the Sermon 
on the Mount Jesus laid down the principles of the new kingdom, gave the 
laws for the re-formation of the world. (P.155.) “Jesus reduced religion 
to love to God and love to man.” (P.115.) In the kingdom of God, the 
real kingdom of God, the principles of love, of justice, etc., certainly do 
rule,— but only because there the fundamental principle of religion, of 
Christianity, rules: salvation through the Gospel of the forgiveness of sins. 
The kingdom-of-God-on-earth men, however, deal with the principles of 
morality to the virtual exclusion of the principle upon which the Church 
lives and which gives life to every other factor. This is the fatal error 
of the social-gospel theology. Jesus is no longer the Savior, but the law- 
giver, the social reformer. “The central thesis of Christianity is that God 
was made man, that He meets us ina physical body, speaks to us in a human 
language, and shows us how to live in a human environment.” (P. 126.) 
No, God was made man in order to save us from sin and damnation through 
His vicarious death. That is the central thesis of Christianity. That 
Dr. Jones denies: “I cannot be grateful enough that Jesus gave us the con- 
ception of the kingdom of God on earth” (a cooperative society) “as the 
central thing in His teaching.” (P.281.) In our book the terms “Savior,” 
“redemptive love,” “vicarious,” are indeed used, but not in the sense of 
substitutionary atonement. The sense is that Christ saves men by sanc- 
tifying them. “His contacts with men were vicarious. His love insinuated 
itself into the lives of those about Him, so that everything that affected 
them affected Him. He was guilty in their guilt and degraded in their 
degradation. When the apostle said that He ‘bare our sins in His own 
body on the tree,’ he was simply expressing as a final crisis fact what was 
a continuous every-day fact. Jesus thus showed us that the very nature 
of the Kingdom is vicarious.” (P.268.) “As men trusted Him and fellow- 
shiped with Him and caught His way of living, they found upon their lips 
a new word — ‘Savior’; for He was actually saving them here and now 
from gloom and despair, and from themselves and their sins.” (P. 240.) 
The heart of Christianity — forgiveness of sins through the vicarious 
satisfaction —- is thus cut out of the Gospel of the kingdom of God on 
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earth. Also the following statements are significant in this connection: 
“Christ did not present a fixed creed which men had to believe or be 
damned. ... Jesus gave no set creed. He called men to follow Him... 

Not fixed, unalterable, bound-up truth, but the spirit of truth! ... ‘Under 
the sea the islands are one, under the surface humanity, under the creeds 
the love of God.’” (Pp. 218. 240. 247. 269.) This, too, is significant — 
the social gospel has little to say about heaven. Dr. Jones mentions heaven 
but a few times, and in this way, p.53: “Economically the first concern 
for this new kingdom is for the poor; not that they should be comforted 
by promises of future rewards to be content now, but that poverty should 
be banished by providing for the poor the good things which God has pro- 
vided for all” (p. 53); “He piously rolled His eyes and looked toward 
heaven when Jesus was directing His attention to earth (Luke 14, 1—24)” 
(p.69); and: “This verse (Luke 4, 18) implies that man is not merely 
to be released from bondage and then await heaven for final release, but 
that the kingdom undertakes to bring in a new order, where bondage would 
have no place.” (P. 87.) —The social-gospel-kingdom-of-God doctrine is 
a product of Modernism. Dr. Jones’s general definition of the coming king- 
dom is exactly that of avowed Modernists, as, for instance, that of Wm. 
Adams Brown (“When we see social relationship everywhere controlled 
by the principles which Jesus illustrated in His own life, the principles 
of trust, of love, of generous and unselfish service, we shall know that the 
kingdom is here” — Beliefs that Matter, p.59), and of the editor of the 
Christian Century (“Under the mandate of Jesus’ law of love we must 
make a new world in which the law of love can be practised” — Septem- 
ber 26, 1934), and he has adopted the fundamental principle of Modernism 
(“When Jesus said, ‘Why even of yourselves judge ye not what is right? 
He untied religion from ancient bondages and gave men the charter of 
liberty of mind” [p. 131]), discarding the authority of Scripture (“As men 
found verbal inspiration slipping away, they found vital inspiration taking 
its place. They began to believe the Record to be inspired, for they found it 
to be inspiring,” p.242).— By the way, these men, constantly appealing 
to the moral principles which Christ inculcated, are dealing with, and 
building up their case on, half-truths. On page after page Dr. Jones insists 
that religion has something to do with the economic needs of man (p.77), 
that Jesus taught us that “religion has a concern for the hunger of men” 
(p. 63), ete., ete. That is absolutely true. But it is absolutely false to 
teach that the application of the principle of love, etc., constitutes the 
essence of the kingdom of God and that the Church’s business is to in- 
stitute moral and economical and political reform— The frightful mis- 
interpretation of Luke 4, 18 f. is not an isolated case. Consult page 51 f. 
(Luke 1, 52: “He hath put down princes from their thrones” — “there was 
to be political revolution”); p.92 (Luke 2, 32: “A light for the unveiling 
of the Gentiles” — “He would unveil hidden possibilities, show the amazing 
wealth of contribution possible in every human personality”); p. 284 (“The 
Kingdom is both within and without the Christian Church. ‘Other sheep 
I have which are not of this fold,’ said Jesus”); p.99 (Matt. 12, 21: “And 
in His name shall the Gentiles hope” — “The only hope for the world is 
a spirituality directed toward basic justice in all human living”), etc., ete.— 
The last chapter of the book, “The Next Steps,” discusses the ways and 
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means by which the coming of the kingdom of God on earth must be facili- 
tated and expedited. We call attention to these particulars: “We can 
prepare for the public ownership of public resources and utilities, to which 
society must come if we are to stop selfish exploitation, by training the 
group mind in the handling of collective projects through cooperatives.” 
Of course, not all kingdom-of-God men will subscribe to this particular 
plank of the platform. “One of the next steps is the uniting of the Chris- 
tian forces of the world into a Christian Internationale. ... Christians 
of the world, unite! We have nothing to lose except our dividing walls. 
The truth of each will then belong to the whole.” Dr. Jones is a thorough- 
going unionist — and an avowed syncretist. “God was working through 
other systems of religion before the organized Christian religion came into 
being. Nor is He confined to it now. ‘God hath not left Himself without 
witness among any nation.’” (P.222.) “God reached out and put His 
hands on the Russian Communists to produce a juster order and to show 
a recumbent Church what it has missed in its own Gospel.” (Pp. 224. 24. 
34.) And so we are not surprised to hear the following: “ ‘When we hear 
him present Christ,’ said a Hindu chairman, ‘we feel we hear the notes of 
Buddha, the ancient sages, the notes of Positivism, of Humanism — all 
seem to be sound and to blend in his message.’ And yet I had mentioned 
none of these, had only presented Christ.” (P.248.) The Hindu under- 
stood exactly how Dr. Jones had been presenting Christ. The next step: 
“When we have a sufficient majority to make this Christian program ef- 
fective, we should not hesitate to put through the political order. ... We 
would not capture the machinery of the state by a coup d’état and set up 
a dictatorship by a minority; but where there is a majority who stand 
for the Christian program, we should not hesitate to put it into operation 
through the state.” — Dr. Jones is a brilliant writer, and the book contains 
many fine sayings. For instance: “A man is no longer a mere man; he is 
a man for whom Christ died.” (P.118.) And he fearlessly castigates the 
churches of to-day for grievous faults and sins. For instance: With some, 
“orthodoxy is more important than orthopraxy.” (P.240.) “If hunger 
could be met in any real way by the sacrifice of costly churches, then the 
churches should go.” (P.59.) Addressing society in general: “We have 
produced a civilization where swine are first and men are second, and we 
have become like our ideals.” (P.60.) The utterance of such truths will 
have a wholesome influence. But the book as a whole cannot result in good. 
We have reviewed it at such length only because of the great popularity of 
the author. TH. ENGELDER. 


Can Christ Save Society? By A. H. Garvie. The Abingdon Press, New 
York, Cincinnati, Chicago. 244 pages, 414%4,X7. Price, $1.00. 

Dr. Garvie, honored with degrees by the universities of Edinburgh, 
Glasgow, and Oxford, in this little book makes a contribution to the ques- 
tion whether Christianity can help solve the problems of the present age. 
He looks upon the present as a time of crisis; and “the transition from 
the present economic and political system, defective as it is, must be very 
gradual if society is not to collapse in a common ruin from mankind” 
(p. 146). In his reference to the social duty of Christianity he takes 
a middle-of-the-road position. He does not approve revolutions, even if 
directed against tyranny for political, national, and religious liberty 
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(p. 165). He does not find pacifism in the teachings of Jesus. War may 
become a necessity (p. 170). Referring to the World War, he says: 
“That I might be aided by the grace of God to keep all hatred out of my 
heart, I read my evening portion of Scripture from a German translation; 
and an honored friend, an eminent German scholar, confided to me when 
we were seeking to realize our unbroken oneness in Christ that he in the 
same way used an English translation” (p.211). Yet if the world is to 
be saved from ruin, the Christian Church must do it. Garvie holds that 
Christ is concerned not only with individual, but also with social trans- 
formation (p. 85). He proves this point only by means of an exegesis 
which we cannot accept, as when he rejects the qualification “saving for 
the cause of fornication” (Matt. 5,32) in the teaching regarding divorce 
(p. 143). He wishes to include in Christ’s “giving His life as a ransom” 
(Matt. 20,28) a strong ethical element rather than “theories of the atone- 
ment” (p.151) and later finds fault with Paul’s ethics because “from the 
subjection of the Church to Christ he deduces the duty of wives to be 
subject to their husbands” (p. 160). The book is worthy of the space 
which we have given to it because it reveals the interpretation of the 
“social gospel” as held by the more conservative British church leaders. 
TH. GRAEBNER. 


The Evidences for Immortality. By Dr. Harry Rimmer, president of 
the Research Science Bureau, pastor of the First Presbyterian 
Church, Duluth, Minn., author of The Theory of Evolution and the 
Facts of Science. Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, Grand 
Rapids, Mich. 114 pages, 5%,X8. Price, $1.00. 


“If a man die, shall he live again?” This important question of Job 
Dr. Rimmer answers in six convincing chapters, in opposition both to the 
atheistic attacks of modern pseudoscientists and the pseudowitness of lying 
Spiritists, demonstrating conclusively, so far as reason can judge in this 
matter, how stupid it is for any one to question the Christian hope of the 
resurrection. Christian apologetics, of course, is unable to prove the truth 
of the transcendent doctrine of the resurrection of the body and the life 
everlasting; for that lies within a sphere where reason cannot follow. 
Nevertheless, as Dr. Rimmer points out in a new and striking way, reason 
beholds in nature so many miracles that adumbrate the resurrection that 
the onslaughts of atheistic and materialistic writers on the faith and hope 
of the Christian Church are in no way warranted from the viewpoint of 
a rational consideration of the facts that hold in the case. The book ad- 
dresses itself to the reader in clear and simple language; yet it contains 
much food for thought even for such as have thoroughly studied the mat- 
ter before. J.T. MUELLER. 


Evolution. The Root of All Isms. By Dan Gilbert. 95 pages, 51%4,X7%4. 

The Danielle Publishers, 5472 Gilbert Drive, San Diego, Cal. Price, 

50 cts. Order through Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 

Not just another book on evolution. Besides having literary merit, 

this little volume treats with authentic quotations the relation of evolu- 

tionism to the doctrines of Nietzsche, Marx (Socialism), Freud (the sex- 

crazed animalism of Freud’s American followers especially), the Behavior- 

ists and Atheists. To any lecturer to young people the book is worth the 
price. TH. GRAEBNER. 
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Der Mythus. Rofenbergbetradtungen von Ulbredht Opte. Deichert, 
Reipzig. 1935. 64 Seiten, brofdiert. Preis: RM. 1.50. 


Ulfred Mofenberg, Wrehitelt, Schriftleiter des , Vi tijden Beobachters” und 
der ,National-fozialiftijdhen Monatsfdhrift”, Leiter des Rampfbundes fiir deutfche 
Kultur, Leiter deS aufenpolitifchen Wmte$ des Dritten Reichs, sweiundvierzig 
%ahre alt, lie® 1930 feinen ,Mythus de$ 20. Jahrhunderts” erfcheinen, der bis 
1935 fechSunddreifig Wuflagen erlebt hat. Wiaihrend Haedel$ ,Weltratjel” das 
Wort Mythus im Ton leutfeliger Herablaffung gebrauchte, ift e3 bet Rofenberg 
poller erplofiver Kraft. Mythus ift ihm Religion, entfcheidende LebenSmadt. 
Natiirlid) arifdh-germanifcher Mythus; denn die Religion mufk aus artedjtem, 
deutfdhem Boden erwwacdhjen und fic) Dann im artedten Nationalfozialismus ver- 
wirflicjen. MRofenberg hat mit feinem Buch die Wblehnung de Chriftentums, die 
in Deutfhland laut geworden ift, nicht erft bewirft; aber er hat der bewupten 
und unbetwuften Geqnerfdaft einen andern Untergrund verfchafft: mwahrend die 
Naturwwiffenfchaftler fic) auf ihre angeblich ficheren Ergebniffe der KoSmosforfdhung 
ftiigten, wabrend die ,hihere Rritif” deS theologifden Liberalismus ,,innere 
Griinde” und hiftorifdh-philofophifdhe Unterfuchungen anrief — beide Verfahren 
ftellen ftarfe Wnforderungen an den Verftand —, fpielt Rofenberg den Kampf auf 
ein Gebiet hinitber, auf dem faft jeder, Der fein Bolf liebhat, gu Haufe zu fein — 
qlaubt, auf das Gebiet der Freude an der rt deS eigenen Volfes. Freilich legt 
Mojenberg dabei und dazu wweitgehende raffen= und fpradgefdhidtlide Unter- 
fucjungen vor; er greift nach) Kleinafien, Griechenland, Stalien, Indien, Mqypten; 
et treibt indogermanijdhe Spradjyvergleidung, legt urgermanijde Zauber{priice 
por, jhildert Cheverhiltniffe, Rechtsanfdhauungen uj. Wher das alles nur, um 
jwei BVehauptungen ju begriinden: dap, was in der Religion gut ift, arifehen Ur- 
jprungs fet und dak im Chriftentum der arijdhe Mythus durch die artfremden, 
fyrifchen Yuden feine veredelnde Kraft verloren habe. 

Gegen DdiefeS Rofenbergiche Buch wendet fic) Opfe. Schliehlic) ift ,Der 
Mythus” eine Gefchidtsbhetradtung, und fo legt Opfe den nitigen Mafftab der 
Vegriffstlarheit, der Sachfunde und der Gewwiffenhaftigfeit an. Nad) allen drei 
Mafen verfagt Rofenberg. Opfe weift nach, dak Raffe mit Art verwedfelt wird 
(S. 10.11), Syrifh mit Semitifdy (S. 23—32); dah Rofenberg bei agyptijden 
Grabmalereien fid) mehr an die Farben als an Schadelmeffung hilt (S. 13); dak 
Die nordijce Herfunft der Hettiter dDurchaus nicht feftfteht (S. 15); dak e8 fiir 
Rojenberg alS Gejchictidreiber unziemlich ijt, bequeme Seugniffe 3u unterftreiden, 
unbequeme 3u unterdriiden; dak Rofenberg unmafig verallgemeinert und mit 
Doppeltem Mah mift. Das gilt auch von deffen Darftellungen aus dev deutfden 
Kirchengefhicdte. — Rofenberg verfucht, JEfu den MrgerniSharafter dadurc ju 
nehmen, Daf er den Heiland fiir die arifde Rafe befdlagnahmt. Opfe weift dar- 
Darauf hin, dak die von Rofenberg geriihmte Schrift von E. Sung iiber die Her- 
tunft Chrifti mit Forfdhung oder Wiffenfchaft itberhaupt durchaus nichts zu tun 
hat, jondern ein aus jiidifdem Rlat{ch, mifdeuteten Kirdenvaterzitaten und 
Phantafie, viel Phantafie, gebrauter Tendenzroman ift. Wher die legte, entfdei= 
Dende Ungriffslinie Optes ift feine Gegeniiberftelung von Mythus und Cvan- 
gelium. ,§iir den Glauben handelt 3 fic) um mehr alS um eine distutable 
Hypothefe: um legten Unjpruch und Wagnis’; 8 handelt fic) um die Entfcei- 
dung fiir oder gegen die Wirklicjfeit Gottes” (S. 45); 3 handelt fic) um Siinde 
und Gnade (S. 49). G8 ift eine ernfte Schrift, cine gediegene Schrift, eine nidtige 
Schrift. RN. W. Heinge. 
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John and Betty Stam, Martyrs. By Lee S. Huizenga, M.D.; F.R.G.S. 
A short story of the life and death of Mr. and Mrs. John C. Stam. 
Introduction by W. H. Haughton, D. D., President, Moody Bible In- 
stitute. Preface by Jacob Stam. Zondervan Publishing House, 
Grand Rapids, Michigan. 


This little booklet brings the tragic story of how Rev. and Mrs. J.C, 
Stam of the China Inland Mission, stationed at Tsingteh in Southern 
Anhwei Province, on December 7, 1934, were carried off together with 
their three-month-old daughter, Helen Priscilla, by Chinese bandits. The 
bodies of the parents were later found, having been martyred at Miasheo 
on December 10. Little Helen Priscilla Stam, however, was rescued by 
the loyal Christian Chinese pastor Lo. The account of the modern martyr- 
dom, simply told, is very gripping. We heartily recommend the little 
booklet to our pastors and lay people, because it shows both that the day 
of martyrdom is not past and that Christians of the twentieth century 
can die as bravely for their faith as did those of the early Church. 

W. G. PoLack. 


Deeper Experiences of Famous Christians. By J. Gilchrist Lawson, 
Evangelist. The Warner Press, Anderson, Ind. 382 pages. 


“Of making many books there is no end,” says Solomon. This is one 
of them. The author himself says in the introduction: “The great object 
of this book is to describe, in their own words so far as possible, the 
deepest spiritual experiences of the most famous Christians of all ages 
and climes. The author has spent much of his time for years in the 


greatest libraries of Europe and America, searching the whole range of 
Christian literature to glean from it the most spiritual and helpful Chris- 
tian experiences. He believes that this book contains the very cream of 
the Christian literature of all ages.” Nothing modest about him. The 
“deeper experience” is the baptism of the Holy Spirit; “theories” regarding 
this may differ, but there is practical agreement among all the sects. 
Then a great array of Bible verses in which the Holy Spirit is mentioned; 


3 


a chapter on “Other Early Saints and Sages,” including “many Spirit- 
filled saints’ among the Gentiles, Socrates, Plato, Pythagoras, Cicero, 
Seneca, a careful study of whose writings (resulting in just a dozen lines 
of quotation) reveals that they had considerable knowledge concerning the 
true God which they may have received by direct revelation. Then a queer 
assortment of saints: Savonarola, the precursor of the Protestant Refor- 
mation, who prepared all Europe for this great event; Madam Guyon, 
“perhaps of no other person except Job could it be said as truly that they 
were made “perfect through suffering,’ Heb. 2,10”; George Fox, who “like 
the ancient prophets was sent of God to call the church from formalism 
to a real spiritual worship”; Billy Bray, who had been an inveterate 
smoker, but whom the “Lord so thoroughly saved from this filthy habit 
that he threw away his pipe” and “frequently said that, if the Lord had 
intended people to snuff, he would have turned their noses upside down 
and that, if he had intended them to smoke, He would have put a chimney 
in the back of their heads.”— Enough. The price of the book is not 
stated; it is too expensive at any price. THEO. HOYER. 
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Easter Bells. Hung in the New Testament. Rung by William Dall- 
mann, D.D. Northwestern Publishing House. 282 pages, 414 X7. 
Price, $1.00. Order from Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 


This is a book of meditations (a total of twenty-nine being offered) 
on the topic “The Resurrection of Jesus Christ.” It will hardly be neces- 
sary to point to the importance of this doctrine in the corpus of the truths 
of Christianity, since it is a fundamental fact that the entire apostolic 
preaching was based upon the resurrection of Jesus Christ. The author 
presents these devotional meditations, written in his usual appealing, 
stirring fashion, and we suggest that they be used during the post-Easter 
season at the family altar. The meditations contain valuable sermon 
material for Easter and the Sundays after Easter. P.E. KReTzMANN. 


The Mystery of Preaching. By James Black, D.D. Fleming H. Revell 
Company, London. 277 pages, 51%,X7%. Price, $1.50. Order 
through Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 


In an original manner the author of this book presents the sound 
principles of homiletics, or sermon-making. His originality is indicated 
in his chapter headings: “ ‘To-day Is Not Yesterday’; A Preacher’s 
Requisite; The Smith at His Forge; The Marks of Good Preaching,” ete. 
The fascinating style of the author will tempt him who begins to read the 
book to finish reading it in one sitting. After such a hurried reading, 
however, one will do well to reread and study it carefully. The great 
importance of good preaching should persuade every preacher to improve 
his sermonizing. While the contents of the sermon, the Word of God, do 
not change, the sermon in its mechanical make-up should not be stereotyped 
as to form. However, certain sound and fundamental homiletical rules 
and principles should not be disregarded. We are pleased to read that the 
author insists upon doctrinal preaching and on exposition of the text. 
The last two chapters of the book do not treat of preaching as such. In 
the last chapter the author answers the question whether prescribed or 
free prayers should be used. We recommend the book to our preachers. 

J. H.C. Frirz. 


Precious Things of the Bible. By Otto C. Seymour, Ph. D. Introduc- 
tion by Charles R. Erdman, D.D. Fleming H. Revell Company, New 
York. 147 pages, 544X734. Price, $1.50. 


The title of this book promises that the book will speak to the reader 
on “precious things of the Bible’; but that is just what the book does 
not do. Although it has such subtitles for its chapters as “The Precious 
Word,” “The Precious Blood,” “The Precious Faith,” “The Precious Christ,” 
it does not say that the Bible is the verbally inspired Word of God nor 
that Christ is the God-man, who shed His blood in the sinners’ stead for 
the remission of sins, nor that salvation is by the grace of God, apprehended 
by faith. The author says that he is presenting twelve sermons in print 
preached during the year 1935 at the First Presbyterian Church, Joplin, Mo. 
Certainly these so-called sermons are not Christian sermons; not even the 
farthest stretch of imagination that charity might apply can make them so. 

J. H.C. Frirz. 
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Topic Leader’s Manual. By P.£H.Kretzmann, Ph. D., D.D. Walther 
League, Chicago, Ill. Four volumes, 50 pages each, 5X714. Price, 
$1.00 for the series. 

We welcome these four manuals written by the author at the request 
of the Walther League, and we recommend them to all pastors and leaders 
of young people’s societies throughout the Synodical Conference. In fact, 
there is not a member of our Church that will not profit by the study 
of these little books, filled with information on “You and Society. You 
and Your Church. You and Your Congregation. You and Your Personal 
Life.” We wish them Godspeed. THEO. LAETSCH. 


Die Herftellung gottgewollter Cinigfeit swifden den Inutherifden Synoden 
Weft-Canadas. Referat von Dir. UH Sdhwermann, Concordia: 
College, Edmonton, Uita., Can. 106 Seiten 6X9. Preis: 25 Cts. Bu 
beziehen durd) Concordia College, Edmonton, oder Concordia Publish- 
ing House, St. Louis, Mo. 

Dies ift eine ausfithrlide, facdhlide Behandlung des geftellten Themas, die 
nidt nur in flarer Weife den Schriftgrund fiir die rechte, gottgewollte Cinigtecit 
bringt, fondern auch) darlegt, was einer Vereinigung der verfdiedenen in Betracht 
fommenden Synoden noc) im Wege fteht. Der Verfaffer, der dies Referat in 
beiden weftcanadifden Diftriften der Miffourifynode vorgetragen hat (Manitoba 
und Sasfatdhewan, Ulberta und Britifh Columbia), nennt und jitiert die Quellen, 
die er bei feiner Urbeit benugt hat, und ftellt die Wahrheit dar sine ira et studio. 
Die in Vetracht fommenden Synoden find die Wmerifanifdh-Lutherifdhe Kirche, 
die Vereinigte Lutherifde Kirche Umerifas, die Vereinigte Noriwegifde Kirche und 
Die Wuguftanafynode. Das Referat ift gerade jekt von befonderer Wichtigfeit, da 
die Einigungsbewequngen fo ernftlich betrieben werden. WUlle Paftoren (und alle 
Laien), die wirklich eine Union in der Wahrheit witnfden, follten diejfe Whhand- 
lung forgfaltig ftudieren. yg. Kregkmann. 

BOOKS RECEIVED. 

From the Macmillan Company, New York: -— 

Science and Religion. By N. Bishop Harman. Price, $1.50. 

From the Lutheran Bible Institute Book Store, 1619 Portland Ave., Min- 
neapolis, Minn: — : 

Win-Some Soul-Winning. With a “Memory Kit” for Personal 
Workers. By A.W. Knock, B.D. 95 pages, 234X5%,. Price, 15 cts. 
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